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ABSTRACT

From 1835-1842, the train depot at what is today the Depot Creek Depot site
(8Gu199) served the historic town of St. Joseph in the Florida Panhandle. This town
originated as a competitor to the city of Apalachicola in the cotton industry and grew into
an economic boomtown. Imported goods arriving on ships in the Gulf of Mexico were
delivered to the Depot Creek Depot by railway, and then were shipped up through Lake
Wimico and into the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River System. Unfortunately, after
8 years of occupation, St. Joseph was destroyed by several hurricanes, a yellow fever
epidemic, and fires resulting in its eventual abandonment. At Depot Creek Depot, a
stoneware crockery collection representing shipped commodities was recovered underwater
and loaned to USF by a generous collector for analysis anddigital curation. This thesis
investigates social and economic systems represented by these ceramic artifacts. It serves
as a continuation of previous graduate research started by Chris N. Hunt, concerning the
archaeology of the lost town of St. Joseph including the fancy transfer-print ceramics. In
this work I turn attention to the plain utilitarian ceramics used not only by the elites, but
also by the working class and enslaved people in St. Joseph. Research goals are to study
this collection’s American origins, modest social contexts, and various production
techniques. Analysis reveals details about the daily lives of workers, including enslaved
persons, and their involvement in pottery production and their economic contributions to
early Florida.
xv

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

For Florida’s early history, the Depot Creek Depot site (8Gu199) was an important
transfer location for transporting economic goods to and from Florida and the inner
southeastern United States. The depot serviced the economic boom town of St. Joseph (18361844) in northwest Florida (Figure 1.1), whose bay and wharf by the same name received
European imports and shipped American materials and products, most notably cotton.
Unfortunately, the town was devastated by successive destructive events, including a yellow
fever epidemic, two hurricanes, and a fire, leading to St. Joseph’s abandonment (Hunt 2014).
St. Joseph has since been replaced by Port St. Joe in 1909, located a few miles north on the
shore of St. Joseph Bay. Several scholars have conducted historical and archaeological
research on St. Joseph and its surrounding areas, and my research is a continuation of one
such research project known as the “Old St. Joseph Archaeological Project.” This research
was started by Chris Hunt (2014) for his M.A. thesis research at the University of South
Florida, which he is currently continuing for his doctoral dissertation. Hunt’s research
focused on the European imports,notably Staffordshire transfer-print ceramics and other
artifacts that characterized the lives of St. Joseph’s elite residents and the merchant economy.
My thesis is a continuation of this research, but turns attention to the plain, utilitarian
crockery that held foods and other commodities. These vessels were recovered underwater at
the Depot Creek Depot by a collector in the 1960s. They were mostly made by enslaved
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workers and used not only by the elites, but also the working class and the enslaved. The
stoneware crockery under study is representative of everyday life and economic relations,
playing a key role in the transport of goods and produce, which helps paint a broader picture
of Florida’s early economic history.

Figure 1.1: Map of St. Joseph and the Florida Panhandle in the American Southeast region.
Florida cities important to the development of St. Joseph are also included (map by author,
adapted from Google Earth 2021).
1.1 Research Goals
The ceramic collection under study at the University of South Florida was received in
February 2020 through a loan from a collector, who received it from the original collector. It
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had been taken from underwater at the railroad/steamboat depot and represented items lost or
discarded during transport downriver to St. Joseph or from abroad, through St. Joseph, to
plantations and other places upriver in the northwest Florida interior. I studied the origins
and stylistic traditions of the vessels in this collection with several goals in mind. My first
goal was to identify the potential origins of the ceramics in the assemblage utilizing
chemical compositional analysis. Portable X-ray fluorescence (pXRF) analysis helps predict
where these ceramics were produced based on historical data and patterns recognized in the
amounts of specific trace elements found in the clays of each ceramic. Most of the ceramics
recovered reflect the Edgefield tradition, which originated in South Carolina and later spread
to other production sites throughout the Greater South. Compositional analyses reveal
whether the ceramics were all made in the same district or elsewhere, providing a geographic
extent of source locations.
My next goal was to understand the development of the Edgefield stylistic tradition of
pottery production. Edgefield pottery has distinctive markings, characteristics, and glaze that
make it unique among North American historic ceramics. Documentary research revealed
stylistic influences from global cultures that found their place in the American ceramic
tradition. Some of these influences were introduced through the employment of enslaved
laborers. This information ties into my final goal, which is to reveal some of the narrative of
enslaved laborers and working-class residents in both St. Joseph and the pottery production
process. These individuals had an influence on the southern economy due to their
involvement in production and antebellum consumerism.
These methods help me to describe both the individuals involved in the production,
trade and consumption of the ceramics, and the significance of utilitarian stoneware in
3

Florida’s early economy. Information shared about the Edgefield tradition of pottery
production, which makes up most styles present in the assemblage, sheds light on economic
processes and ceramic traditions that were influenced by global cultural techniques and the
economic practices of the time. As part of the research plan, three- dimensional digital
computers scans were created of select ceramics in this assemblage and published online,
while a few select pieces, with permission from the collector, are now currentlyon display at
the Corinne Costin Gibson Memorial Library in Port St. Joe to share with the public. This
research reveals the connections and interactions between Florida and other states, while
exploring the contributions of both the working class and enslaved residents.
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CHAPTER 2: ENVIRONMENT AND GEOGRAPHY

2.1 Northwest Florida and the Apalachicola River Delta Region
The Depot Creek Depot site (8Gu199) is in Florida’s northwest region in the
Apalachicola River delta. The northwest section is part of a larger geographical and
archaeological region known as the Florida Gulf Coast. This region is a 50-mile wide “coastal
strip which extends from Perdido Bay on the northwest to Charlotte Harbor on the southeast”
(Willey 1949:2). The Northwest Coast is one of three archaeological regions that make up the
Gulf Coast, the other two being the Central Coast and Manatee region. The Northwest Coast
includes all counties in northwest Florida and parts of adjacent Georgia and Alabama, while
extending east to the Aucilla River on the border of Jackson and Taylor Counties (Willey
1949:3). This area encompasses both the Depot Creek Depot site and the lost town of St.
Joseph.
Of the several physiographic areas in northwest Florida, both St. Joseph and the
Depot Creek Depot site are situated in the Apalachicola flatwoods. This environment
contains of open groves of longleaf and slash pine trees interspersed with grassy meadows
and hammocks (Schuster et al. 2001:20). These hammocks contain palmetto, wiregrass, and
hardwood trees, such as oak and sabal palms. Along major rivers, such as the Apalachicola,
the flatwoods also contain cypress ponds and swamps through which wind creeks and
bayous. The Apalachicola flatwoods environment encompasses portions of Gulf, Franklin,
Calhoun, Liberty, and Wakulla counties (Figure 2.1; Willey 1949). The west portion has a
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narrow strip of sand dunes that transition to coastal beaches nearly barren of vegetation,
serving as a transition area betweeninner forest and the Gulf Coast (Willey 1949). This was
the type of environment St. Joseph residents encountered at the establishment of their port
city.

Figure 2.1: St. Joseph, Gulf County, and surrounding Florida counties within the
Apalachicola flatwoods environment (map by author, adapted from Google Earth 2021).
The town of St. Joseph, through its proximity to Depot Creek and Lake Wimico
(Figures 2.3-2.4), had access to the Apalachicola River system. Originating from the
Appalachians, this river system is part of a drainage comprising both the Chattahoochee and
Flint Rivers and is located throughout three states: Florida, Georgia, and Alabama (Platt and
Schwartz 1990:207). The Chattahoochee River runs along the Alabama-Georgia line, while
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the Flint River flows south from central Georgia. The Apalachicola River flows southward
from the confluence of these two rivers and only exists within the state of Florida (Nordlie
1990). The Apalachicola drainage system is the largest one wholly within the southeastern
region of the United States, spanning up to 51,800 km2, with an average discharge of 702.4
m3/s and average daily flow rate of 824 m3/s, the highest rate of any river in Florida
(Livingston 1990; Nordlie 1990). The Apalachicola River flows into a delta and bay in the
Gulf of Mexico (Ewel 1990). This delta began its formation during the early Archaic period
about 6,000 years ago and was located farther west and possibly offshore prior to sea-level
rise (Donoghue and White 1995). The Apalachicola River delta’s principal channel also
flowed west of the modern city of Apalachicola through Lake Wimico and the Jackson
River (Donoghue and White 1995:659). This river system attracted dense human settlement
for perhaps 15,000 years, and has continuously provided access to marine, estuarine, and
freshwater food sources, and water transportation.
In historic times both the cities of Apalachicola and St. Joseph depended on the
Apalachicola River’s long expanse and connection to interior states for transporting
products, especially cotton, to and from their ports. Apalachicola had direct river access
through the delta and the bay system, which also facilitated importing and exporting goods.
However, the bay waters were too shallow for most ships and there was difficulty sailing
around the barrier islands that outline the bay (Figure 2.2), which motivated the search for
easier port access and the founding of St. Joseph. The St. Joseph Bay, on which the city sits
(Figure 2.3), has deeper waters at its northern entrance, which provided easier access for St.
Joseph to the Gulf of Mexico. But St. Joseph residents still required access to the
Apalachicola River for interstate transport, maintaining the river’s economic importance.
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Figure 2.2: Digital elevation model (DEM) of the Apalachicola Bay and some of its barrier
islands using NOAA LiDAR data (map by author, ArcGIS 2021).
2.2 St. Joseph Bay
St. Joseph Bay is the water body by which the town of St. Joseph enjoyed access to
the Gulf of Mexico and received foreign trade goods. This bay is considered one of the least
disturbed costal bay systems in Florida (Hunt 2014:24). Located on the western Apalachicola
River delta, the St. Joseph Bay is fully saline and non-estuarine, without any sources of
freshwater flowing into it (Harke et al. 2015). The bay is nearly completely landlocked by a
white sand barrier peninsula measuring 24 km and running north-south, which is connected
by a shorter land bridge running east-west from Cape San Blas (Hunt 2014; White 2010). The
connecting barrier formation is hook-shaped and gives the bay an opening to the north
connecting to the Gulf of Mexico (Figure 2.3). The bay itself measures 3-5 km (mi) wide and
is shallow, except for its deeper northern area (Hunt 2014). St. Joseph Bay’s deep-water port
8

and its location on the Gulf was attractive and provided economic incentive for the founding
of St. Joseph town. This placement was a strategic decision to ensure marine access to both
northern ports and foreign trade ships.

Figure 2.3: Close up of St. Joseph Bay and its location relative to the port of Apalachicola,
which did not have a deep-water port (map by author, adapted from Google Earth 2021).
2.3 Lake Wimico and Depot Creek
These two water formations are part of the Apalachicola River drainage and flow
northeast into Apalachicola River (Figure 2.4). Lake Wimico is a former river channel, now a
large freshwater or brackish tributary with an overland flow (Donoghue and White 1995). This
flow is unlike 70% of Florida’s lakes, all of which have a groundwater inflow and unevaporated
outflow (Hunt 2014:28). Formerly called Bayou Columbus, Lake Wimico was an important
location for St. Joseph’s transport of goods across the state. While access to St. Joseph Bay’s
deep-water port was important, St. Joseph’s merchants were now far away from the Apalachicola
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River, which they needed for transporting goods to and from the interior states. An 8-mile-long
canal was planned to connect Lake Wimico directly to St. Joseph Bay to aid in transporting
products to and from the deep-water port and provide access to the Gulf of Mexico (Davis 1945;
Hurst Jr. 1961). However, the canal plan fell never began, perhaps due to the introduction of the
railway to connect to Depot Creek Depot instead (Figure 2.4). From here, consumer products
could be transported by steamer through Lake Wimico and up the Apalachicola River.

Figure 2.4 Map of railway and proximity of St. Joseph to Lake Wimico, Depot Creek, and the
Apalachicola River (map by author, adapted from Google Earth 2021).
Depot Creek was the closest connection the town of St. Joseph had to Lake Wimico
once the canal plan fell through. The Depot Creek Depot (Figure 2.5), the site from which the
research ceramics were recovered, was constructed as a transfer depot for products
transported both through river steamer and by railway. Possibly a former river channel, Depot
Creek is wide, shallow, and originates as a swale between sand dune ridges from the west.
The creek first flows south with a meander before following the east-west ancient shoreline
towards the Apalachicola delta. Depot Creek then turns northward and flows into Lake
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Wimico. This route provided the closest access point to utilize the Apalachicola River
economically. After the plan to connect a canal to Lake Wimico fell through, it was decided
to construct a railway to Depot Creek instead as the main connection between the Bay and the
creek (Hunt 2014). A transfer depot was constructed on Depot Creek (Figure 2.6), which
appears to have been dredged inland on the north side to allow for the docking of steamers
away from the stream’s current and out of the way of other passing steamers. Once products
arrived at Depot Creek’s transfer depot, steamers loaded the imported goods, and then sailed
through Depot Creek, Lake Wimico, and into the Apalachicola River, where they would
eventually be delivered to the inner states. Using these water sources for transportation
benefitted not only the enterprising citizens of St. Joseph, but also Florida’s budding
antebellum economy.

Figure 2.5: Close up of the Depot Creek Depot site (8Gu199; map by author, adapted from
Google Earth 2021).
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Figure 2.6: DEM map of the Depot Creek Depot site and its surrounding area using NOAA
LiDAR data (map by author, ArcGIS 2021).
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CHAPTER 3: CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

3.1 Native American Presence
The Depot Creek Shell Mound (8Gu56), a multicomponent site, is the oldest known
human occupation along Depot Creek. Its cultural components date from the Late Archaic to
Early Woodland periods (3500 B.C.-A.D. 250) (Figure 3.1). The estuarine marsh clam
midden is long and mounded, representing repeated prehistoric campsites (White 2014).
There is evidence of freshwater and brackish water fish and shellfish diet, with the matrix
dominated by rangia clam shells.

Figure 3.1: Map depicting location of the Depot Creek Depot Shell Mound relative to Depot
Creek Depot and Lake Wimico (map by author, adapted from Google Earth 2021).
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Several other sites near Depot Creek, around Lake Wimico, and throughout northwest
Florida region were also shell middens or other habitation sites reoccupied from Woodland to
Protohistoric times (White 2014). The Middle Woodland period (A.D. 250-700) was one of
the primary occupation periods for Native Americans in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee
River basin and throughout the Southeast (Harke et al. 2015; White 2010). During this
period, burial mound ceremonialism was at its height. Burial mounds were composed of
recycled midden, refuse deposits or reused shell, and were situated near water sources for
access to aquatic resources and long-distance interaction (White 2010, 2014). It is unclear
whether these sites were temporary or year-round occupations. Early and Middle Woodland
components are represented by early Weeden Island and Swift Creek ceramic complexes.
Late Woodland sites feature less ornate late Weeden Island ceramics, such as plain and
check-stamped types. Some examples of plain, incised, and check- stamped sand-tempered
sherds were recovered from the Depot Creek Depot site (Figures 3.2 to 3.5), suggesting a
prehistoric occupation long before its nineteenth-century use.

Figure 3.2: Example of a plain, sand-tempered sherd recovered from the Depot Creek Depot
site. Exterior is left, interior is right (photo by Chris Hunt 2014).
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Figure 3.3: Example of a check-stamped, sand-tempered sherd recovered from the Depot Creek
Depot site. Exterior is left, interior is right (photo by Chris Hunt 2014).

Figure 3.4: Example of check-stamped, sand-tempered sherds recovered from the Depot Creek
Depot site. Exterior is left, interior is right (photo by Chris Hunt 2014).
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Figure 3.5: Example of plain, sand-tempered ceramic sherds recovered from the Depot
Creek Depot site. The red box shows a close-up of an incised line at the sherd tip at the end
of the arrow. Interior is left, exterior is right (photo by Chris Hunt 2014).
The Mississippian Fort Walton period (A.D. 1200-1500) was the last prehistoric
occupational period in northwest Florida. The geographic region for this culture extended
from around the Choctawhatchee Bay at the western Pensacola-Fort Walton transitional zone
to Aucilla River near Tallahassee to the east (Marrinan and White 2007). Late Weeden Island
check-stamped ceramics continued to be used during this period, indicating roots in Late
Woodland traditions. Fort Walton sites were small and scattered along the coasts, streams,
lakes, or ponds, with some large temple-mound village locales such as Pierce Mounds
located near Apalachicola. Coastal Fort Walton inhabitants emphasized both marine and
estuarine foraging, while inland they were maize farmers with more typical Mississippian
temple mounds and their plazas (Harke et al. 2015:98; Marrinan and White 2007). The Fort
Walton material culture disappeared, but it is unclear whether the Fort Walton people
themselves were absorbed into any later Native American groups (White 2018).
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Native Americans remained in northwest Florida well into historic times despite
wars, removal, and interpersonal conflict among the Seminoles, Apalachicola Creeks, and
white settlers. When Congress passed the Indian Removal Act in 1830, there were
approximately 800 Creek Natives residing on reservations along the Apalachicola River
(Figure 3.6; Ellsworth and Dysart 1981:422). None were near the coast as the new
American nation did not want them to have access to the Gulf of Mexico. During the 1840s,
these scattered Natives were reportedly living on the Blackwater Bay near Pensacola. On
August 14, 1842, a peace treaty was signed between Natives and settlers (Ellsworth and
Dysart 1981). All these events took place during St. Joseph’s lifespan.

Figure 3.6: Map of four Native American reservations (green rectangles) around the Apalachicola
River (1824-1832) in an 1897 report to the Bureau of American ethnology by Charles C. Royce.
Excerpt courtesy of Florida Center for Instructional Technology at the University of South Florida
(Royce 1897)
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3.2. Antebellum Middle Florida
The United States acquired the Florida territory in 1821, and a new internal region
was created in addition to the preexisting East and West Florida Districts from the English
and Spanish occupations (Figure 3.7). This region, known as Middle Florida, utilized the
Suwannee and Apalachicola Rivers as geographic boundaries and contained what are today
Gadsden, Leon, Jefferson, Madison, Jackson, Franklin, and Hamilton Counties (Rivers
2000). The last three counties were actually outside of or split by these river boundaries
(Figure 3.8) but are included within Middle Florida because cultural and economic
interaction did not merely stop at the rivers, justifying the extension of the region beyond the
indicated geographic boundaries.

Figure 3.7: 1823 map of Florida by Fielding Lucas Jr. edited to show the Suwanee River
boundary (red) splitting the state between East and West. Courtesy of the Touchton Map
Library and Florida Center for Cartographic Education (Lucas Jr. 1823).
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Figure 3.8: 1839 map of Middle Florida by David H. Burr edited to show regional boundaries
indicated by the Apalachicola and Suwanee Rivers (outlined in red) and by county inclusion
(outlined in yellow) according to Baptist (2002). Excerpt adapted from David Rumsey Map
collection, David Rumsey Map Center, Stanford Libraries (Burr 1839).
Preexisting cultural practices from previous colonial occupations were absorbed by
Middle Florida settlers. The task system was one of these, implemented on the enslaved
during both Spanish occupations of Florida and adopted by migrant planters upon
establishing their new plantations in cities such as Tallahassee, one of the earliest to be settled
and the center of the southern plantation belt (Baptist 2002). Enslaved laborers on these
plantations were assigned daily tasks; if they finished early, they were allowed the rest of the
day to use as “free time” off from plantation-associated tasks for their own activities, which
included fishing and tending their personal fields and gardens for food. The enslaved were
also guaranteed at least Sunday off, could tend to their own crops, and even sell them at
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market, with permission. Some were assigned with delivery, overseeing, or shop assisting,
which would have required trust between the owner and the enslaved individual (Baptist
2002; Morgan 1988). Adopting the task system boosted the preexisting plantation economy,
providing one of the foundations for an economic boom influenced by cultural and economic
interactions occurring throughout the American Southeast.

3.2.1

Southern Migration and Land Acquisitions
The earliest planter migrants arrived before Florida gained its territory status and were

a mix of elites and working-class countrymen (Baptist 2002). The non-elite countrymen and
women arrived from along the Atlantic Coast between Virginia and Georgia, bringing with
them fewer slaves (ten or fewer) while the elite planters arrived from the Coastal Plain states
of Maryland, Virginia, North and South Carolina, and Georgia. This migration was prompted
by declining environmental conditions during the 1820s into the 1830s (Baptist 2002; Rivers
2000). Temperatures globally declined and soils were becoming exhausted, and forests cut
away along the coastal Chesapeake and Carolinas. News spread after a survey by John Lee
Williams that fertile soil was available between the Apalachicola and Suwanee Rivers,
motivating planters to migrate southward (Baptist 2002). Some non-elites left these fertile
river bottoms to the planter elite, who had more slaves to cultivate the land efficiently.
Middle Florida’s soil and subtropical climate provided ideal conditions for pursuing cotton
production, and port access to both rivers and the Gulf of Mexico was available. Southern
migrants saw these river bottoms as an opportunity to regain their wealth in newly acquired
territory.
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Not long after early settlement, land auctions began. As more elite planters moved
into the river bottoms, some began buying out land from under the feet of non-elite
individuals, who made unofficial claims to the land in Middle Florida they chose to settle on
but were unable to continue holding onto those tracts (Baptist 2002:43). In response, nonelites preempted their land from the auction market, allowing them to remove their land from
the auctioning process if they registered their claim, a minimum of at least an eighth of a
640-acre section, and secured approval before the auctions started. Then they paid off the
cost of removing land from auction at no more than the government price of $1.25 per acre.
If they failed, settlers risked becoming landless farmers. In order to pay off the preemption,
cultivation was rushed for profit and sometimes required the whole family (planter, wife,
children, and relatives) to work with their few slaves to keep their land claim (Baptist 2002).

3.2.2

Economic Relations
During the antebellum period, the South held two chief economic advantages: proximity

to raw cotton and abundant waterpower and free labor for mills and transportation (Dodd 1934).
Both large andsmall plantations were created to take advantage of these resources, growing
several crops along with cotton including tobacco, corn, sweet potatoes, greens, squash, and
okra. Between the 1830sand 1860s, owners of large plantations located upriver engaged in cotton
speculation and sold their crop downriver through a factorage system of credit (Hunt 2014). To
fund the cotton trade, banks provided an advance loan to merchants who tendered promissory
notes secured by cotton (Willoughby 1993). Once the loan was due, cotton was hopefully sold at
a sufficient price to repay the loan. A bank could also discount a bill of exchange, which was a
way of charging the merchant in advance and collected interest until the payment was due. The
bill of exchange could be resold to another bank that had customers who still owed money. This
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exchange was one of the most lucrative business practices related to cotton in the South
(Willoughby 1993).
Large plantation owners also operated at most thirty small businesses in the city apart
from their plantations, often run by trusted enslaved laborers under the task system (Rivers
2000:7). Owners of smaller plantations were more rurally situated and bonded to the cottonbased economy, but disliked cotton speculation because they often did not grow enough cotton,
and often could not afford to pay back their exchange to the bank (Baptist 2002; Willoughby
1993). Instead, small plantation owners often supplied larger plantations with extra foodstuffs
they produced to supplement their profit from cotton.
There was a constant fervor for cotton cultivation all throughout southern plantations
that contributed to Florida’s rapid economic development. Business relationships formed
between towns situated along rivers, such as between Apalachicola and Columbus, Georgia,
and towns in Middle Florida shipped a variety of products to a wide range of markets both
within the United States and in Europe, although they didn’t ship across the Gulf of Mexico
(Willoughby 1993). Ships and steamers delivered cotton bales, bottled wine and other
alcohol, and stoneware crockery containing dried meats and other provisions. Several trading
vessels were kept to regularly scheduled packet lines offering freight, passage, or both
(Willoughby 1993).
Canals were also dug to connect towns to interior rivers and avoid certain
obstructions, such as the seasonal shallowing of the Apalachicola Bay. By 1840,
approximately 3,000 miles of canal was established throughout the United States. The
introduction of the steam engine further enhanced Florida’s burgeoning economy. It provided
faster delivery speed and less reliance on fluctuating river systems (Willoughby 1993). The
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strong desire for cotton expanded Florida’s trade network through the development of faster
transportation lines, but it also fueled competition between certain Middle Florida towns.

3.3 St. Joseph, Florida
Before St. Joseph was created, Europeans already owned acres of land in the
Apalachicola region even prior to Florida’s territorial days. During the British occupation
(1736-1784), the Panton, Leslie and Company commercial house made a land claim of
1,250,000 acres, then acquired permission under the second Spanish occupation (1784-1821)
to purchase the land from the Creeks and Seminoles to satisfy their debts and to indemnify
over company losses (Hurst Jr. 1961; Knauss 1938; Watson 2014). The Forbes Purchase was
transacted over 14 years through several treaties, and the company acquired land outside the
boundaries of Middle Florida between the Apalachicola and Wakulla Rivers, which
comprised all of Franklin and Liberty counties, along with substantial portions of Gadsden,
Leon, and Wakulla counties (Figure 3.9; Watson 2014).
Migrants arrived at the same time purchases occurred and questioned the legality of
the Forbes land purchase, especially since Panton, Leslie and Company renamed themselves
John Forbes and Company (Hurst Jr. 1961; Knauss 1938). Settlers sued the company to
nullify purchases of their self-claimed land and on March 17, 1835, the Supreme Court ruled
in favor of Forbes and Company, and they were allowed to keep land ownership. John Forbes
and Company created the Forbes Apalachicola Land Company and offered settlers prices to
purchase land in Apalachicola. Instead, the disgruntled settlers moved outside the company’s
jurisdiction northwest 28-miles away on St. Joseph Bay and established the town of St.
Joseph (Figure 2.4; Hurst Jr. 1961; Knauss 1938).

23

Figure 3.9: 1817 map of the “Plan of Lands in East Florida Purchased by John Forbes & Co.
from the Indians Supposed to Contain 1,200,000 Acres.” edited to show Apalachicola and the
direction of St. Joseph (Florida Memory 2021).
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St. Joseph sparked an economic rivalry with Apalachicola, which was a strategic
seaport and main commercial outlet for counties in west Georgia and eastern Alabama,
especially for those lying contiguous to the Apalachicola, Flint, and Chattahoochee Rivers
(Florida Historical Society 1909; Knauss 1938). Resettlement to St. Joseph however sparked
the interest of the financial elite from both Middle Florida and southern Georgia who helped
support the town’s urban development. West Georgia’s commercial powers and Middle
Florida’s bank investors wanted to take advantage of St. Joseph’s direct access to the Gulf of
Mexico, so they invested in developing the town’s economy through cotton speculation
(Knauss 1938:88). In 1836, the presidents of the Union Bank of Florida in Tallahassee, the
Bank of Columbus, the Commercial Bank of Apalachicola, and the ex-president of the Bank
of Marianna all invested in St. Joseph, providing loans that would cost more than the
average resident could repay in hopes of securing a high return on cotton profits used as loan
repayment (Figure 1.1; Willoughby 1993). The cotton business increased loan crediting and
specie circulation in St. Joseph, contributing to its growing prosperity and ability to compete
financially with Apalachicola in the cotton trade.

3.3.1

Florida’s Constitutional Convention
The most pivotal event in Florida history that St. Joseph is known for is the town’s

hosting of the first Constitutional Convention in 1838 (Florida Historical Quarterly 1909).
This was a requirement for statehood. Some did not agree with holding the convention at this
location because St. Joseph was still a young town at three or four years old and lacked the
infrastructure for a big gathering of delegates (Hoskins 1937a). St. Joseph also grew a
reputation for being one of the wickedest towns in the South due to its residents’ gambling
activities, many bordellos, and lack of church assembly (Hurst Jr. 1961:354). Despite this,
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the St. Joseph residents began preparations for the convention (Knauss 1927; Whitman
1938). New hotels and boarding houses were erected to accommodate guests, and E.J. Wood,
prominent resident and merchant, oversaw the erection of the convention hall (Knauss 1938).
Several land and water transportation lines were created to allow ease of travel for
Convention delegates to St. Joseph. Water passage across the Gulf was secured between New
Orleans and St. Marks, and there was a steamer running along the Apalachicola River
(Hoskins 1937a). On land, there was a stage line running two trips a week between
Apalachicola and St. Joseph. A total of 56 delegates arrived for the Convention from the east,
west, middle, and south districts of Florida, representing 19 counties (Hoskins 1937a, 1937b).
Fortunately, all lodging and travel accommodations were prepared in time for their arrival
and the Constitutional Convention officially began on December 8, 1835.
The Constitutional Convention lasted for more than a month and closed on January
11, 1838 (Hoskins 1938a; Knauss 1938). The votes approving the first Florida constitution
were nearly unanimous at fifty-five total, with only one vote for rejection. Not only did this
meeting mark a significant political triumph for the Saints, but also it was the first important
subject reported by Florida journalists (Knauss 1938:84) Early arrangements were made to
accommodate Florida’s press representatives at the Convention Hall, providing exclusive
news regarding the convention (Hoskins 1937a). After this event, the original hall
disappeared with the rest of St. Joseph for nearly half a century probably due to recurring
hurricanes and erosion (Hoskins 1938b). In 1921, an act was passed authorizing the erection
of the Constitutional Convention monument on the site of the original Convention Hall where
it remains today (Figure 3.10). The monument was sponsored by the citizens of Port St. Joe
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and Apalachicola, dedicated on January 11, 1923, on the anniversary of the convention’s
closing.

Figure 3.10: Monument erected in 1922 commemorating the Florida Constitutional
Convention that took place here in 1838. It stands on the former location of the Convention
Hall where the meeting took place (Florida Memory 2021).
3.2.2 Commercial Activity
St. Joseph engaged in economic competition with Apalachicola throughout its short
lifetime. By 1836, Apalachicola was already considered “third largest cotton port on the Gulf of
Mexico, behind New Orleans and Mobile” (Willoughby 1993:15). However, its economy was
impeded by the shallow water in the Apalachicola Bay and dependency on the Apalachicola
River’s seasonal water rising (Florida Historical Quarterly 1909; Willoughby 1993). Not only
was St. Joseph founded to access a deep-water port, but also its location avoided these obstacles
experienced by Apalachicola cotton merchants. The Lake Wimico and St. Joseph Canal and
Railroad Company was created to provide direct access from the river to the town and was
backed by investors from Tallahassee and Georgia, and the discontented residents of
Apalachicola (Whitman 1938).
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St. Joseph’s location on the Gulf Coast was strategic for sea trade, but transportation for
internal trade was needed (Figure 3.11). Canals were the first attempt at internal improvements in
Florida (Whitman 1938). In February 1835, the Lake Wimico and St. Joseph Canal Company
was created and proposed to construct an 8-mile canal connecting to Lake Wimico (Davis 1945;
Hurst Jr. 1961). The canal was never completed, but instead a railroad connecting St. Joseph to
Depot Creek was constructed by Irish wage laborers in March 1836 (Davis 1945). Despite a lack
of documentation, it can be assumed that enslaved laborers were likely also utilized for
construction, since they were considered an important economic resource at the time. To
accommodate these transportation routes, warehouses and depots were built on both Depot Creek
and Lake Wimico, while a wharf was built in St. Joseph right on the St. Joseph Bay (Davis1945;
Hurst Jr. 1961; Knauss 1927). The railway was not formally opened until September 1836. Once
in operation, the railroad carried product from the St. Joseph Bay wharf to Depot Creek Depot
and then transferred the goods onto a steamer. This steamer traveled northeast through Lake
Wimico, southeast into the Jackson River, and then turned northward into the Apalachicola
River. Merchants used this route up until the railroad’s abandonment in 1839 (Knauss 1927).

Figure 3.11: The years these images were taken are unknown, but steam engines (left) and
steamer ships (right) both probably looked like this in the antebellum period and were both
important vehicles for commerce in St. Joseph (Courtesy of Corrine Costin Gibson Memorial
Public Library).
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Completion of the St. Joseph-Depot Creek railroad further ignited competition between
Apalachicola and St. Joseph. This railroad was the first to operate in Florida, and it meant St.
Joseph could transport its product, especially cotton, much faster at 25-minutes per trip one-way
than could Apalachicola (Davis 1945). Railroad construction also pioneered the first navigation
and steamer companies. By the early 1840s, steamer packet lines made regular weekly
excursions along the Apalachicola River and its connecting waterways (Whitman 1938).
Products delivered included imported European goods, southern cotton, dry goods from northern
states such as New York, and other provisions from New Orleans or Charleston. Railroads and
steamers helped facilitate St. Joseph’s rapid growth in wealth and prompted even some
Apalachicola merchants to utilize the St. Joseph’s Bay and the railroad for their businesses.
Further threatening the competition were plans formulated for a second railroad from
St. Joseph. In late 1836, the newly renamed Lake Wimico and St. Joseph Canal and Railroad
Company proposed to bypass Lake Wimico completely and connect St. Joseph to the town of
Iola on the Tennessee Bluff of the Apalachicola River through construction of the St. JosephIola Railroad (Knauss 1927). The goal was to reach Georgia merchants faster, and the St.
Joseph-Iola Railroad would shorten the distance to Georgia, since Iola was located 70navigation miles upriver from Apalachicola. Construction for this railroad began in 1837,
with a goal of opening as late as October 1839. This route gave St. Joseph the advantage to
get their product on the market before Apalachicola could although, it was utilized for a
shorter amount of time compared to the St. Joseph-Depot Creek Railroad. It was eventually
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abandoned in 1841 and its wood pilings were sold to the Monroe Railroad in Georgia (Hurst
Jr. 1961). St. Joseph transportation routes are shown in figure 3.12.
.

Figure 3.12: Map of the steamer and railroad routes that were utilized to deliver products
from St. Joseph to the inner states (map by author, adapted from Google Earth 2021, with
data from Davis 1945; Hurst Jr. 1961; Knauss 1927).
The Southern banks were an important driving force for St. Joseph’s economic growth
and involvement in the cotton trade. Western Georgia had a longer history of commercial
activity compared to Florida and developed banking regulations that helped foster
commercial growth especially through funding the cotton trade (Willoughby 1993). Without
the bankers, there would be no financing for the cotton trade. This relationship between
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cotton and bank created Southern cotton dealers who effectively performed as both merchant
and banker. Exchange and cotton speculation brought wealth to several Southern towns, but
they also brought considerable risk in terms of debt collection and lack of a fallback should a
financial depression hit the South.

3.3.3 St. Joseph’s Downfall
St. Joseph struggled to keep up with the economic competition starting from 1837,
slowly losing in its rivalry with Apalachicola. Several different factors contributed to the slow
decline of the Saints. During the 1837 commercial season, the South was hit with a financial
depression, from which St. Joseph barely recovered (Knauss 1927; Willoughby 1993). This
depression was offset by the exorbitant exchanges rates between the South and both the
northern states and England, which was related to an imbalance of imports and exports. The
southern cotton export failed to cover the cost of imports and at the same time, there was a
British specie drain at the Bank of England. As a result, the international market dropped as
credit was constricted and money was tightened. The prices of cotton dropped, debts were
uncollectable, and interest continued surging with no option to liquidate assets due to a
nonexistent central U.S. banking system.
The financial depression of 1837 caused St. Joseph to lose its strongest allies: the
Georgia banks (Knauss 1927). The heyday of banks ended, and west Georgia diverted its
trade away from Florida. Georgia connected its cotton belt to the Atlantic Coast via railroad
to allow more direct access to the ocean rather than diverting first to Florida. Railway travel
provided faster shipping to distant towns and non-reliance on the seasonal fluctuations of the
Apalachicola River system. Making matters worse, St. Joseph experienced its first hurricane
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in 1837, although Apalachicola was comparatively more damaged (Knauss 1927).
Structurally, St. Joseph faced difficulties to rebuild due to its decline in wealth from the
financial depression
Commerce was not strong enough to support St. Joseph’s residents anymore, so the
merchants and cotton speculators, nicknamed the Saints by the press, turned their efforts
towards encouraging summer visitors in attempts to save the town’s economy. A new plan
for a railroad passenger route was announced in October 1840 that would carry travelers
from Charleston, stop in St. Joseph, then continue to Mobile and New Orleans (Knauss
1927). Unfortunately, disaster hit before construction on this passenger railroad began. A
yellow fever epidemic broke out the following summer in 1841 that wiped out most of the
St. Joseph populace (Knauss 1927; Willoughby 1993). There was a total of 37 deaths from
the middle of June to July 30. The epidemic continued for almost two months, leaving the
town isolated and depopulated, with only 500 left by August 25. To make matters worse,
another hurricane ravaged the town a month later, followed by a fire. This continuous series
of destructive events left St. Joseph crippled and unable to recover. By September of 1844,
another hurricane ravaged St. Joseph, prompting the disheartened Saints to leave behind the
decrepit remains of a once prosperous Florida port town.

3.4 Edgefield District, South Carolina
Located in southwest South Carolina, the Old Edgefield District was annexed from the
Ninety-Six District in 1785 (Baldwin 1993; Steen and Toussaint 2017). Soon after, Scottish-Irish
and German emigrants arrived from Virginia and North Carolina, and others migrated from the
South Carolina Lowcountry, all of whom brought their slaves. The Old Edgefield District was
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major pottery-producing area comprised of Edgefield, Aiken, Saluda, McCormick, and
Greenwood counties (Figure 3.13; Burrison 2012; Fennell 2017). At the end of the War of 1812,
there was an influx of British ceramics and a demand for domestic manufactures (KenlineNyman 2017; Steen and Toussaint 2017). This demand was fueled by the national desire of the
U.S. to remove reliance on foreign goods through shaping a stronger capacity for Americans to
manufacture domestic wares (Cossin 2017). This political and economic climate prompted the
Edgefield District’s development in pottery manufacturing, first began by Abner Landrum. He
shared the desire to become self-sufficient on domestic production and started the distinct
Edgefield ceramic tradition (Steen and Toussaint 2017).
At the turn of the nineteenth century, Abner Landrum arrived in the Edgefield District
with his family from the Horse Creek Valley in southeastern South Carolina (Steen and
Toussaint 2017). The district was found to have high quality stoneware and kaolin clay
deposits and in 1809, Abner traveled north to Philadelphia to learn of kaolin clay’s potential
for ceramic manufacture (Cossin 2017; Fennell 2017; Steen and Toussaint 2017).
Philadelphia was a growing source of American manufacturing and from there, Abner
brought northern potters to the district to work at his upcoming pottery factory after
beginning early experiments of fine ware production. In 1812, he founded the first Edgefield
pottery originally called Landrumsville but it was later changed to Pottersville (Arjona 2017;
Fennell 2017). Soon after, other potteries opened in the district, including those owned by
Abner’s brothers Reverend John and Amos Landrum. There was hope that at least one of
these early potteries would produce fine porcelain and compete with British imports
(Kenline-Nyman 2017:157). Instead, alkaline-glazed stoneware became the primary product
from the Edgefield District. Due to high demand for these storage vessels, the Pottersville
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Stoneware Manufactory became a large-scale industry by 1817 and operated until 1828
(Baldwin 1993; Fennell 2017). While these ceramics are not as decorative as fine wares,
Edgefield stoneware developed into a distinct and long-lasting Southern ceramic tradition.

Figure 3.13: Map of the extent of the Old Edgefield District and its five counties (map by
author, adapted from Google Earth 2021, with data from Baldwin 1993; Burrison 2012;
Fennell 2017).
3.4.1. Ceramic Industry
The Edgefield District was a large part of the burgeoning Southern industry (KenlineNyman 2017). Edgefield potteries were driven by the cotton economy and the demand by
agricultural producers to supply large, durable storage vessels requiring potters to expand
their operations (Fennell 2017). The Pottersville Stoneware Manufactory, for example,
developed into a village that provided 16 to 17 laborer residences and facilities used by an
artisan workforce including European Americans and both free and enslaved African
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Americans (Fennell 2017:56). By 1820, the Edgefield District became the third most
populated region in the South due to its large ceramic workforce (Calfas 2011). This
workforce was concentrated in different areas of the region, especially in Kirksey’s
Crossroads, Pottersville, and the Horse Creek Valley (Figure 3.14). The Kirksey’s Crossroads
area was home to Thomas Chandler’s pottery, while the Horse Creek Valley was the location
for the potteries of Reverend John Landrum, Colin Rhodes, and Lewis Miles (Baldwin 1993).
Most of these potteries continued in operation throughout the antebellum period into the early
twentieth century.

Figure 3.14: Map of pottery areas and factory locations in the Edgefield District in 1840 (map
by author, adapted from Google Earth 2021, with data from Baldwin 1993).
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Several factors contributed to Edgefield’s ceramic success. Early potters had ready
access to required raw materials and built their operations near vital clay sources (Fennell
2017; Kenline-Nyman 2017). Also, there were the demand for domestic manufacturing and
transportation networks already established. One of the biggest contributions was the heavy
reliance on the least expensive labor at the time: an enslaved workforce (Fennell 2017;
Kenline- Nyman 2017; Koverman 2005; Steen and Toussaint 2017). Pottery owners were all
slaveholders to varying degrees. Each of the Landrums, for example, owned between three to
fifteen enslaved, while 54 percent of Edgefield families were also slaveowners (KenlineNyman 2017; Steen and Toussaint 2017). By 1820, the district’s enslaved population
outnumbered the total population by half. The enslaved workforce performed the physical
labor and were commonly turners, wagoners, or wood cutters (Steen and Toussaint 2017).
Some of these jobs required a degree of literacy, even though it was illegal at the time.
Wagoners also functioned as salesmen and required knowledge on transactions and recordkeeping. One of the few literate slaves and the best-known potter was Dave Drake, who
wrote poetic verses and signed his vessels with his name, date, and his master’s initials
(Burrison 2012; Joseph 2017; Koverman 2005; Steen and Toussaint 2017). Unfortunately,
there is a general lack of documentation naming other enslaved potters and their exact roles
for both men and women.
Tensions between Southern agriculturalists and Northern industrialists contributed to
Edgefield’s continued industrial slavery. The Old Edgefield District was populated by an
agrarian planter elite who believed that farming was the cornerstone for a virtuous economic
society that avoided the self-interest and exploitation that characterized Northern
manufacturing societies (Kenline-Nyman 2017). Ironically, Edgefield potters and planters
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still built manufacturing enterprises through exploited and enslaved labor! They believed
that the only respectable way to measure wealth, status, and economic mobility was through
cotton production and the ownership of land and slaves (Kenline-Nyman 2017:165).
Although there were perceived social advantages such as wealth and social acceptance,
Edgefield potters also took advantage of industrial slavery for economic reasons. Through
their slaves, they saw control, flexibility, and affordability. Unlike wage laborers, slaves
were subject to strict disciplinary measures and were prevented from developing economic
and political leverage (Kenline-Nyman 2017:163). Pottery owners hired out their slaves
even to non-slave-owners during non-peak seasons through kinship and social networks,
resulting in reduced overall labor costs. Despite the apparent advantages, slavery was
dehumanizing to both master and slave and these practices created a culture of violence felt
on both sides throughout the generations (Steen and Toussaint 2017).
3.4.2. Influence from International Ceramic Traditions
The Edgefield District’s ceramics and production processes were influenced by a
variety of cultural traditions and practices. The early potteries were “nationally significant as
locations of remarkable technological innovations in the 1800s” (Fennell 2017:62).
Production technologies and decorative techniques were adopted from Chinese, African and
European traditions. Stoneware was first developed in Germany in the fifteenth century to
accommodate the utilitarian needs of the peasantry class before its production was carried
into America by migrating potters, meeting those same needs (Burrison 1995). By 1817, the
Old Edgefield District earned itself the title of “Crossroads of Clay” due to the cultural blend
that created its distinctive alkaline-glazed stoneware tradition (Fennell 2015; Koverman
2005; Steen and Toussaint 2017).
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Alkaline-glazing was a production technique that originated from Han Dynasty China
(206 B.C. – 220 CE) and was redeveloped by Abner Landrum between 1812 and 1816
(Burrison 2012; Joseph 2017). The glaze was made from a formula of clay, wood ash, lime,
quartz, and feldspar and turned a variety of colors from celadon green to dark brown,
although the conditions required for specific color output are unknown (Baldwin 1993;
Burrison 2012; Fennell 2017; Koverman 2005). As a decorative element, some potters let the
glaze drizzle with mineral inclusions or used fly ash speckles (Fennell 2017). After ceramics
were fired with alkaline glaze, they developed a non-vitreous, smooth, and glassy surface
texture. Abner Landrum may have possibly learned of alkaline-glazed through Jean Baptiste
du-Haldes’ book titled General History of China (1736) or from a visit with John Vickers, an
abolitionist potter, during his trip north before he began experiments in the Edgefield District
(Baldwin 1993; Burrison 2012; Calfas 2013; Fennell 2017; Koverman 2017; Steen and
Toussaint 2017). Regardless, the Old Edgefield District was the first to develop alkalineglazed stoneware pottery in North America (Fennell 2017).
Another Chinese influence on ceramic production was the industrial “dragon” kiln
(Figure 3.15). Abner was the first to employ an industrial-scale kiln of this design in the
Americas (Fennell 2017). The Pottersville dragon kiln was built on an uphill slope in a
linear, barrel-vault shape that reached more than 100 feet in length. This kiln design was
beneficial for its multiple side openings that allowed multiple clay vessels to be fired at
once. An industrial- sized kiln was necessary to accommodate demand for food storage
ceramics from Edgefield’s growing population (Calfas 2011; Fennell 2017). After the Civil
War, dragon kilns declined in use for several reasons. These kilns were an enormous
consumer of resources, and it is speculated that this led to exhausted forests and unattractive
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costs. The decline of the plantation economy also created a decentralized workforce,
increasing the costs of hiring labor (Fennell 2017; Koverman 2005). These reasons caused a
declining demand for stoneware storage vessels and a lesser need for industrial firing kilns.

Figure 3.15: Conjectural reconstructive drawing of the Pottersville kiln (adapted from a
drawing, Oliver Mueller-Heubach; courtesy, Ceramics in America [2019:127]).
Some more stylistic attributes of alkaline-glazed stoneware come from West-Central
African traditions of mark-making. A large percentage of enslaved people who were tasked
as pot turners in the Old Edgefield District were from this African region (Fennell 2003).
They left a mark on their vessels called the bakongo dikenga (Figure 3.16), which was a
circle with a cross drawn through it. This symbol is related to BaKongo cosmology
representing the continuity of life through both the cycles of the sun and moon and the joined
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passage of spiritual life, death, and rebirth, placing a sense of identity within the cosmos
(Arjona 2017; Ferguson 1992). This mark’s placement on commercial pottery suggested use
as a signifier of cultural identity and a possible form of coded communication (Joseph 2016,
2017). The bakongo dikenga and several other African markings functioned as identifiers of
vessels made by African Americans among other enslaved, covertly claiming these pots as
African products. However, symbols tend to be multivocal across cultures. Circle and cross
motifs were also important to both American and prehistoric Native American religions
(Fennell 2003). Variations of the bakongo dikenga include the Landrum’s Cross and the “x”
mark, which were both common at the Reverend John Landrum Pottery (Joseph 2016, 2017).
As such, the dikenga is not unique to BaKongo culture and African symbols can “also be
interpreted as a product of other American or African American beliefs” (Fennell 2003:19).

Figure 3.16: Example of a bakongo dikengo symbol on a wall tile at Fort Mose National
Park in St. Augustine, Florida (photo by author, spring 2021). The cross represents the
cardinal directions corresponding to the four moments of the sun and cosmos and the cycle of
birth, life, death, and rebirth. The counterclockwise arrows represent cyclical nature (Fennell
2003).
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The bakongo dikenga was not the only marking derived from West-Central African
culture. Slashes and punctates, often seen together, were the most common marks on the
shoulders and handles of Edgefield vessels (Joseph 2017). Slashes were used to indicate
capacity but were probably also intended as African decorative elements and cultural
indicators when vessels were already marked with capacity, such as with Arabic numerals.
These decorative elements reflected West African scarification, which was a practice of
bodily decoration (Joseph 2017). This connection is related to the African cultural belief that
pots were a symbol of humans, and that pot shapes and elements were comparable to the
human body (Joseph 2017:19). Slashes and punctates are only found on Edgefield District
pottery. Further reflection of this belief arrived with the introduction of face vessels (Figure
3.17; Fennell 2017). Literally shaped to look like a human head and face, these vessels
represented West African effigy configurations and may have arrived in Edgefield in 1858
following illegal slave transport.

Figure 3.17: Example of an African American face vessel made in Edgefield County, South
Carolina between 1850-1860. Courtesy of the William and Susan C. Mariner Collection of the
Museum of Early Southern Decorative Arts (MESDA 2020).
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These cultural influences illustrate the many hands involved in the process of
Edgefield ceramic manufacturing (Joseph 2017). European Americans learned how to use
Asian kiln technology and glazing formula and utilized enslaved African Americans to
manufacture their stoneware ceramics. In turn, African Americans embellished African
cultural symbols before introducing the unique face vessel form. These cultural techniques
made Edgefield pottery distinctive from other styles all over the United States. Once potters
began a westward migration, Edgefield-style ceramics gained popularity in other Southern
states.
3.4.3 Influence on Southern Ceramic Production
Potters from the Edgefield District known as journeymen migrated westward not long
after Abner Landrum established Pottersville and were important disseminators of cultural ideas
throughout the South (Burrison 1993). They migrated to states including Georgia, Alabama,
Mississippi, upper Florida, Texas, and North Carolina (Baldwin 1993; Burrison 1995; Joseph
2017). The movement of journeymen potters followed the trajectory of important geological
formations through South Georgia and Alabama, following ample clay deposits around riverine
areas. The first of these states introduced to Edgefield pottery tradition was Georgia (Baldwin
1993; Burrison 1995).
Abraham Massey and Cyrus Cogburn were the first Edgefield potters to enter Georgia.
Abraham Massey may have worked at either Pottersville or the John Landrum factory and
Cyrus Cogburn was originally a potter working under John Landrum (Baldwin 1993;
Burrison 1995). By 1820, they both migrated and first introduced Edgefield ceramics into
Washington County, Georgia, which became the first stoneware production center (Baldwin
1995; Burrison 1995; Joseph 2017; Steen and Toussaint 2017). Cogburn later migrated to two
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other counties; he was in Upson County between 1820 and 1830 before settling in Talbot
County by 1830 (Baldwin 1995). Cogburn later moved west into Macon County, Alabama, in
1840 and then Rusk County, Texas, by 1850 (Steen, personal communication, 2020). With
each relocation, journeymen potters such as Cyrus Cogburn left a seed of alkaline-glazed
ceramics that grew into a distinctively Southern potting tradition.
The tradition that developed in Georgia after the introduction of Edgefield stoneware
was called folk pottery, which saw its height in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries
(Baldwin 1993; Burrison 1995). Georgia pottery centers were called “jugtowns” and were in
several connecting counties (Baldwin 1993; Burrison 1995). These centers also functioned as
a social site often for community gatherings during the lengthy ceramic firing process that
took several days (Cossin 2017). Face vessels also became one of the most popular designs
in Georgia (Baldwin 1993; Burrison 1993). Besides Washington County, pottery centers
were in White, Upson, Pike, and Crawford counties (Figure 3.18).

Figure 3.18: Map illustrating the counties in Georgia where the Edgefield pottery tradition
was introduced by migrating journeymen potters (map by author, adapted from Google Earth
2021).
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They were run by family units, considered to be the chief economic unit at the time,
and the trade was passed down the generational line of the family, which was reinforced by
living on dispersed, semi-isolated farmsteads and the inability to offer full-time
employment (Burrison 1993). This “dynastic regeneration” excluded outsiders from
learning the trade, accounting for the exclusion of both African American and female
potters. Women were also excluded because the act of creation was considered taboo for
them at the time, while pottery-making was considered a masculine activity. Men began
learning the craft at the age of eight through both observation and practice, but they were
also trained when they married into the family (Baldwin 1993; Burrison 1995). Despite its
exclusionary tendencies, the dynastic tradition allowed these Georgia potteries to persist,
along with its visible Edgefield influences, even into the twenty-first century, creating the
Georgia folk artists as they are recognized today.

3.5 Previous Archaeological Work
Most early research regarding the Depot Creek Depot site (8Gu199) is in terms of its
historical context and role in St. Joseph’s economy (Hurst Jr. 1961; Knauss 1927, 1938). It
was not until 2008 that the site was substantially surveyed for a deadhead logging permit
application conducted by Wilburn A. Cockrell, which allows for the harvesting of sunken
logs, especially of cypress tress. Even then, the Depot Creek Depot was surveyed in
conjunction with the St. Joseph-Depot Creek Railroad (8Gu198), from which it also takes its
brief historical context (Cockrell 2008). Other than a mention of serving as the railroad’s
depot or dockside, not much detail was given. Based on the 8Gu199 and 198 site file data,
the Depot Creek Depot site was likely unused at the same time the railroad shut down and
when problems arose with steamboats running aground in Lake Wimico. However, the
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attached unpublished maps of Robert Hurst Jr. show land parcels for an adjacent area called
Greenville, of which no further details were discussed regarding its relation to the Depot
Creek Depot site (Figure 3.19). Perhaps Greenville was home to those working at the Depot
Creek Depot, or its residents still utilized the dockside for other uses. As such, the first
archaeological investigation began with Chris Hunt’s (2014) thesis research on St. Joseph,
where he analyzed artifacts recovered by a private collector from both the St. Joseph Bay
Wharf and the Depot Creek Depot sites, focusing on the lives of the town’s elite residents.
Early historical documentation about St. Joseph tends to be limited. The earliest
research regarding St. Joseph narrated chronologies or documented timelines, with the help of
newspaper clippings, focusing on its growth, economic rivalry with Apalachicola, and its
eventual downfall (Hurst Jr 1961; Knauss 1938; Martin 1944; Mueller 1990; Porter 1975).
Other topics discussed include St. Joseph’s development of transportation routes and its
pivotal role in hosting the first Florida Constitutional Convention, which is the event that
garners the most attention for the town (Davis 1945; Hoskins 1938a; Knauss 1927; Whitman
1938). Since St. Joseph experienced a short lifespan, there tends to be a shortage of topics to
elaborate upon in its brief history, which probably explains its often short and summarized
mentions in several books (Bass 2008; Gannon 2003; McCarthy 2004). While Hurst Jr. (1961)
may be considered the first attempt at a historical investigation of St. Joseph, more critical
attention was given in later works (Hunt 2014). St. Joseph was mentioned previously in a
thesis regarding its relations with Apalachicola (Owens 1961).
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Figure 3.19: Map of the Depot Creek Depot wharf showing the railroad connection and adjacent
Greenville (Cockrell 2008)
In contrast, research surrounding the Old Edgefield District has been plentiful. In both
books and articles, its history is summarized as background context to the decorative
descriptions of the pottery itself (Baldwin 1995; Calfas 2013; Fennell 2017; Joseph 2017;
Kenline-Nyman 2017; Steen and Toussaint 2017). Several publications have also diverged to
specific topics regarding Edgefield ceramic industry. Baldwin (1995) provides an overview of
the decorative techniques employed by Edgefield potters while both Joseph (2016, 2017) and
Niculescu (2017) focus on mark interpretation and glaze analysis, respectively. Others like
Kenline-Nyman (2017),Calfas (2013), and Cossin (2017) focus on the social landscape
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surrounding the ceramic industry to understand the public ideologies that informed practices
of plantation and industrial slavery.
Research in the Old Edgefield District has also provided opportunities to shed light
on the contributions of enslaved potters and other workers. Dave Drake is the subject of a
few articles (Goldberg and Goldberg 2017; Koverman 2005) and Steen and Toussaint
(2017) attempted to list and identify several enslaved workers using contemporaneous
historical documents. Unlike St. Joseph, the Edgefield District of South Carolina has a
longer legacy in archaeological and historical research due to its profound role in
establishing a uniquely Southern pottery tradition.
My research can add to this growing body of research in attempts to uncover the
invisible roles of African Americans, both free and enslaved, in the antebellum economy of
Florida and their influence in the greater United States. Although my assemblage does not
contain face vessels, previous sources indicate that African Americans were often massproducing these stoneware vessels in pottery factories owned by plantation owners and
businessmen (Baldwin 1993; Burrison 1995; Steen and Toussaint 2017). Furthermore,
African Americans were likely involved in the nationwide transport of stoneware ceramics
(Baptist 2002). Although they were plain and utilitarian, stoneware ceramics were
important for their everyday uses by both elite and non-elite residents of St. Joseph and
were important economically for transport between several antebellum boom towns. As
part of the Old St. Joseph Archaeological Project, my research aims to expand the current
literature of stoneware ceramics and the history of St. Joseph by analyzing these
connections between ceramics, economic activities, and the individuals involved from
production to consumption.
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CHAPTER 4: THEORY

Some early theories were purposefully used to justify slavery in southern industry.
Early political economists were influenced by the writings of Adam Smith and Jean-Baptiste
Say (Carlander and Brownlee 2006). Adam Smith cited the planters’ search for dominance
and their “belief in the civilizing effect of the marketplace” (Carlander and Brownlee
2006:399), which they saw as beneficial for the enslaved, to condone this system. Another
prominent figure in early political economic writings, Jean-Baptiste Say, argued that planters
could expropriate more income from slave labor rather than paying wages to free workers
(Carlander and Brown 2006). In the view of southern planters, slave labor was more costefficient and protected Africans and African Americans from poverty-related issues. Political
economy is now used in archaeological theory for studying systems of slavery, the planterslave relationship, and slave resistance in antebellum history.
Marxist theory has also been applied to studies of slavery economics. Marxist
archaeology was presented as a “mix of cultural materialism and cultural ecology” (McGuire
2008:77), looking at how people formed relationships to the environment around them and
how this tied into economic production. Today, Marxist theory looks at deconstructing
institutional hierarchies and systems based on class, and many see it as not necessarily a
materialist perspective but as part of a social archaeology (McGuire 2008). Archaeologists
also turn to structural Marxism in terms of viewing “archaeology as a politically engaged
practice that is more than a simple search for knowledge” (McGuire 2008:84). This
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trajectory has allowed Marxism to inform on studies pertaining to deeper examinations of
southern antebellum slavery and craft production.
Political economy and Marxism have been used to address plantation systems as
capitalistic using Robert Brenner’s concepts of social property relations and capitalism as
generalized market dependence (Clegg 2015; Post 2003). Kaye (2009) also argued that slaves
were treated as valuable commodities and assets to maintain this capitalistic plantation
economy. This describes the importance of slavery in maintaining profit and productivity
leading to capitalistic development but does not define the social context behind using
slavery in this way (Clegg 2015; Post 2003). Looking through these theoretical lenses can
help deconstruct and understand slavery as an institutional system.
Political economic approaches have also been used to study the consumption patterns
of both elites and enslaved laborers. Originally studying prehistoric political economy, Hirth
(1996) uses a bottom-up approach to look at multiple lines of resources utilized in economic
development, identifying relationships among enslaved laborers, their ceramics and
production owners. Taking this further, Cossin (2017) applies entanglement theory to look at
Edgefield’s economic relationships from both a local and global scale. This presents “labor as
a set of social and material relations” (Cossin 2017:226) and displays labor’s entangled
relationships across multiple scales. By recognizing these lines of resources and widespread
social relationships, scholars can gain a deeper understanding of the underlying factors
influencing economic development of both Edgefield and Old St. Joseph on a nonlocal scale.
Ideas surrounding commodity fetishism falls into Marxist studies of consumption.
Hunt (2014) utilized this framework in his thesis to analyze the influence of European trade
on consumption patterns in Old St. Joseph, Florida. He focused on elite ownership of
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Staffordshire ceramics, while also taking a political economic approach to analyze the
economic differences between Old St. Joseph and its then rival, Apalachicola. Hunt focused
on how these differences influenced power, resources, and politics between both towns and
how Old St. Joseph helped jump start the economic development of Florida. Unfortunately,
no specific archaeological evidence could address activities and experiences surrounding
slavery.
Towards the end of the last century, an interest developed towards studies in African
and African American archaeology. This interest grew parallel to movements during the
1960s and 1970s involving the new ethnicity, new social history, and civil rights, creating
archaeological interest in American ethnic groups and a grand historical narrative that can
address studies about capitalism, economic improvement, and consumerism (Gilchrist 2005;
Singleton 1995). While inadvertently developing an archaeology of the Other, African
American archaeology became one of the “most popular research specialties” (Singleton
1995:119), because its stories had been left out of the historical archaeological record. Since
then, archaeological theory has evolved with respect to disenfranchised groups in America
(Scham 2001). According to Perry and Paynter (1999), debates have developed centering
around the agency of the enslaved. Studies have mostly centered around the repression or
denial of agency, discounting African resilience. Instead, archaeologists should emphasize
“the creativity and significance of African Americans” (Perry and Paynter 1999:303) to
reconstruct past identities and negotiations of power relations and display inclusivity in
research on the enslaved experience (Orser Jr. 2010).
Several studies have focused on identity formation to link associated cultural practices
with those found in West Africa. But they have provided too much emphasis on power
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structures, collective resistance, and individual agency (Arjona 2017). Research on ceramic
production by enslaved peoples also focused on stylistic and symbolic analysis and the
economic aspects of the industry. To counter this, Arjona (2017) takes a mixed- methods,
multidimensional analytical approach to explain racial politics, fracture white stereotypes on
Black artistry, and contextualize African American interactions with ceramics. He uses the
conceptual tool of “signifying” (Arjona 2017:176), which is derived from rhetorical practices,
to construct alternative interpretations about how enslaved persons created sites of refuge,
forged memories, and strengthened collective bonds. In the field of linguistics, signifying
happens when a signifier is emptied of its original concept and filled with a new or different
concept, supplanting its standard English meaning associated by convention and thereby
disrupting the nature of the sign (Gates 1989). While my research here is not about
linguistics, I can suggest that signifying be applied to writing and marking on stoneware
ceramics. Previous research suggests that slashes and punctates may have also represented
African body scarification and were ways of subtly communicating among African American
potters. These markers were utilized in a non- conventional way that slipped past the gaze of
the European American settlers. They show the creative agency of the enslaved potters
working at production sites.
Some similar themes are addressed by Kenline (2012) in her thesis research.
Utilizing Henri Lefebvre’s production of space theory, she holistically studied how
enslaved Africans and African Americans maintained cultural creativity and control within
production and domestic spaces. She used critical race theory to understand social and
cultural influences behind industrial slavery, factors of promotion, and how slaves reacted
to this through their creative culture. The ideologies of the rural agrarian economy, for
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example, were primary reasons why plantation slavery continued in the South. The
enslaved were used as a means of measuring wealth, status, and economic mobility, along
with owning land and cotton. By doing this, planters also believed that they were avoiding
the perceived self-interest and exploitation believed to characterize societies involved in
manufacturing (Kenline-Nyman 2017:165). They believed they were doing good, but
ironically, this led to the continued exploitation of African American labor.
Herman (2017) studied general material culture with the perspective that it represents
the history and philosophy of objects using two different approaches. An object-centered
approach addresses how objects were made, while an object-driven approach addresses how
objects communicate meaning and structures social relationships contingent on the object’s
contextual background. Both approaches are utilized by archaeologists, but the object-driven
approach can help researchers grasp how people see artifacts based on their ideologies of the
everyday use of objects in social identity narratives in the southern United States (Herman
2017). Both approaches can provide an understanding and narrative surrounding the
construction of enslaved persons’ social identity through the Edgefield ceramic production
process.
Other scholars have also taken holistic approaches to studying Edgefield and its
ceramics. Fennell (2010:37) presents an overview of research pertaining to African
American and plantation archaeology through advocating for “paradigmatic pluralism.”
Pluralism means to promote the presence and integration of multiple systems to explain
phenomena pertaining to scientific knowledge (Chang 2012). This includes collaborating
with other fields and specialties to most thoroughly investigate a research problem. Through
this framework, processualist or scientific strategies and realist philosophies of science
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provide evidentiary standards for post-processual, more humanistic research questions and
goals. Knowledge then attains credibility and is testable within evidentiary constraints,
enhancing the “exchange of views among diverse interest groups” (Fennell 2010: 37).
Meanwhile, Hrncir and Kvetina (2018:381) use a cross-cultural approach to study the
“indirect and easily identifiable indicators of slavery,” using written and documentary
evidence such as the involvement of slaves in the chaine operatoire of manufacturing, in
other words, the chain of operations or sequence of tasks needed for production. Broadening
our investigative scope can intensify alternative narratives, providing more insight into
previously overlooked areas.
In research about slavery, it is also important to understand the role of European
Americans in perpetuating these systems of slavery (Perry and Paynter 1999). Agency means
that individuals can act independently and make their own free choices. It is addressed in
Kenline-Nyman’s (2017) article discussing the social identity of John Landrum, the founder
of the Old Edgefield District, utilizing Butler’s theory of performance. She analyzes how
Landrum established himself as an elite planter in an agrarian society. She elaborates on
potential decision-making processes and economic and social influences through analyzing
documentary and archaeological evidence of the landscape, built environment, and
consumption practices. Looking at the influences of environment and society upon the
planters can identify the factors driving their treatment of the enslaved during the early
antebellum economy.
The theoretical frameworks for this thesis come from historical and postprocessual
archaeology utilizing a holistic, mixed methods approach. Entanglement theory can analyze
relationships between enslaved laborers and other residents of St. Joseph, and then the
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economic relationships between the town and the antebellum South, providing a
multilayered understanding of the complex relationship between objects and people.
Archaeology can give understanding of the production process while addressing different
social meanings of these ceramic vessels. I address the structure of industrial slavery to gain
a deeper understanding of the sociopolitical influences behind it. Historical, documentary,
and chemical analyses have potential to source these ceramics and place Old St. Joseph into
the context of the southern economic network, providing a more nuanced understanding of
relationships between people and objects, cross-cutting economic and state boundaries.
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CHAPTER 5: RESEARCH METHODS AND ANALYSIS

My research is an extension of the “Old St. Joseph Archaeological Project” that was
started by my University of South Florida colleague, Chris Hunt. Through our collaboration
with his collectors, I was loaned the stoneware assemblage recovered from underwater at the
Depot Creek Depot site and began my research on these utilitarian ceramics. Pitblado (2014)
argues that archaeology advances through the stewardship of information provided by both
collectors and the general public, thereby benefitting all parties. Given these goals for my
project, I also made three-dimensional scans of a few of these ceramic pieces for digital
curation before returning them to the collectors. Further, some pieces were placed on display
at the public library in Port St. Joe, Florida to help the public understand the material and
social history of the lost town.
The stoneware assemblage was housed in the University of South Florida
Archaeology Lab for most of my program. Here, the collection was photographed and
catalogued into an Excel database, in which each vessel was given a catalog number and the
minimum number of vessels (MNV) was determined (see Appendix A). In addition, each
sherd was counted and weighed in terms of vessel grouping, the color was recorded using
Munsell Color Chart coding, and additional characteristics were noted. After the collection
was cataloged, a tiny sample of each vessel was removed with a wet-saw and underwent
compositional analysis to predict each vessel’s possible origins.
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I determined, with help from professors and experts, that several pieces reflected
the Edgefield style of ceramic production, along with other types of stoneware. Stylistic
analysis was performed to gain a better understanding of the production techniques
involved and to determine the processes utilized on specific vessels. Regarding a
curational component of this research, certain pieces were selected and were digitally
scanned into a 3-D model at the USF Access 3D Lab run by Dr. Laura Harrison. Other
pieces were scanned using the NextEngine scanner, which is currently on loan in the
USF Archaeology Lab for a collaboration with Dr. Karen Smith of the South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources for her SnowVision project (scanning prehistoric
complicated-stamped pottery). After this procedure, the ceramics were returned to the
private collector in the fall of 2021.

5.1 Stylistic Analysis
The stoneware pieces in this collection were catalogued with details of their rim sizes,
glaze type, glaze color, and form to facilitate comparison. In order to objectively identify
color, a Munsell Soil Color Chart was used (Munsell Color 2010). A similar technique was
utilized by Niculescu (2017) in her study of alkaline-glaze color chronology. Using Munsell
colors, she developed a system of color identification specifically for ceramics with alkalineglaze based on the method created by the Digital Archaeological Archive of Comparative
Slavery (DAACS) hoping to begin standardization of color identification among ceramics. I
was unable to adapt Niculescu’s system of color standardization because none except one
sample (8Gu199-AM-20-40) was identifiable using the exact same Munsell color code from
her color categories. The sample numbered 8Gu199-AM-20-40 was classified as 7.5YR3/1 or
very dark gray, which was the only color code in my collection listed in Niculescu’s color
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table and corresponds with the color “Brown/Albany” in her table (Niculescu 2017:205).
While I could not fully utilize Niculescu’s table, I still used Munsell soil colors to categorize
the ceramic pieces in my study collection.
Based on the catalog I made (Appendix A), I created a frequency table to compare
the different glaze types, colors, and surface treatments and counted the number of sherds
exhibiting each surface feature (Table 5.1). Salt-glazed ceramics (n=39) make up most of
the ceramics, followed by alkaline-glaze (n=31) and sherds with glaze eroded from
underwater conditions (n=28). Only two sherds in the collection were unglazed. There is
also only one instance of an alkaline-glazed sherd having variegated drip, which means
vertical drips of glaze running down the length of whole ceramic vessels (Baldwin 1993).
This is also called crawling, creeping, or “tobacco spit” when done intentionally (Burrison
2008; Niculescu 2017).
In terms of color, each category consists of varying Munsell shades and color
combinations, from light to dark and mixed colors such as yellowish-brown or olive brown
for example. I lumped categories together because there were several single cases of sherds
identified with a specific unshared color. For example, only one alkaline-glazed sherd is
found with very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) color out of six other shades of brown.
Table 6.1 displays an interesting trend of glaze colors. The alkaline-glazed sherds tend to be
shades of brown (n=21), while salt-glazed sherds tend to be shades of gray (n=23). Eroded
sherds also tend to be shades of gray; however, this observation should be taken with
caution as it may be a result of fading color caused by underwater preservation conditions.
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Table 6.1: Frequency Table of Sherds and their Surface Characteristics
Glaze Type
Alkaline-Glaze (n=31)

Glaze Color
Brown
Gray

Munsell Code
2.5Y4/2, 5/3
7.5YR3/1, 4/3
10YR3/2

Salt-Glazed (n=39)

Brown
Gray
Yellow

Surface Decoration n Group % n Total Group % Collection %
31%
21 68%
21%
6 19%
6%
Marks**
3
10%
Variegated and drip
1
3%
Drip

2.5Y5/1, 5/2, 5/3,
6/1, 6/2, 7/1, 7/2,
8/2
5Y5/1, 6/2
7.5YR3/1, 3/2

Marks**
Cobalt-blue paint

2
15
23
1

38%
59%
3%

Slip

Unglazed (n=2)

Black
Brown
Gray

2.5Y6/1, 6/3
5Y5/1, 6/2
Marks**
10YR2/1, 4/1, 7/3,
Cobalt-blue paint
7/4
2.5Y8/1

11
4
13

39%
14%
46%

Brown
1
50%
Yellow
1
50%
7.5YR5/3
N = 100; n = sherd count
* Only general glaze colors are listed here. For more specific Munsell shade names, see Appendix A.
** Includes both maker's marks and slashes/incisions
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6%
19%

3
2

8%
5%

4

10%

10YR5/1, 4/2, 5/3,
7/2
Eroded Glaze (n=28)

6

1
2

9

23%

3

4%
7%
11%

6%
39%
15%
23%
1%

9%
28%

3%
2%
1%
1%

In terms of surface decoration, only salt-glazed sherds were slip-painted interiorly,
while alkaline-glazed pieces had exterior glaze and variegated color, with occasional
interior glaze drip. Both salt-glazed and eroded glaze sherds had cobalt-oxide hand painted
designs on their surfaces, either as circles or as florals (Figure 5.1; Figure 5.9). This sharing
of painting technique may demonstrate that two eroded glaze sherds were once salt-glazed,
although, more research is needed on other design influences on alkaline-glazed ceramics
before making this conclusion.

Figure 5.1: Example of a painted cobalt-oxide ring design at the bottom base of a handle
attachment (8Gu199-AM-20-31).
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5.1.1 Glaze
A variety of glaze types are showcased in the stoneware collection. The first type,
alkaline glaze, was principally produced in the lower South in the first half of the nineteenth
century after Abner Landrum recreated the formula (Baldwin 1993:144). Colors specifically
from South Carolina range from pale-green gray and straw yellow to olive-brown and black.
The color varied depending on glaze ingredients and firing environments. For example, in
glaze formulas using wood ash, colors ranged from pale to dark green in reduction
environments and ranged from cream or tan to brown-black in oxidizing environments
(Baldwin 1993). When slaked lime was used instead, glaze colors ranged from light tan-green
to yellow-green, while the vessel obtained a smoother and more uniform surface. Alkalineglazed stoneware ceramics could also exhibit rough or sandy textures, even or agglutinate
distribution, and variegated or semitransparent texture (Baldwin 1993:144). Additionally, the
lime glaze formula was a common recipe used exclusively by potters in Washington,
Crawford, and White counties in Georgia.
Alkaline glaze produced at Pottersville, South Carolina had unpredictable tendencies,
resulting in runny drip or variegation on the surface (Figure 5.2; Niculescu 2017). The
appearance of drip was often accidental because unfired ceramics placed in a kiln would
sometimes still have wet glaze running down its side in the middle of firing. While this may
have been the case, there are several potential reasons why crawling and variegation could be
intentionally applied to vessel surfaces. According to Niculescu (2017), allowing glaze to run
may have been an economic choice from the pottery maker’s point of view, stretching out the
rest of the leftover glaze. In the view of the enslaved potter however, this might have been
silent resistance to avoid strenuously making more glaze. Potters may have also been simply
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experimenting with glaze for aesthetic effects. Even with simple glazing, several factors
affected final appearance.

Figure 5.2: Example of variegated alkaline glaze on a partial stoneware vessel. Drip and
varied color can be seen along the side edges of the vessel (8Gu199-AM-20-6).
Some speculate that alkaline-glaze color could indicate production chronology in
South Carolina. Recent research revealed that dark green alkaline-glazed stoneware appears
later in time in nineteenth-century South Carolina (Niculescu 2017). Researchers also
believed that lighter green glazes indicated earlier manufacturing than dark green glazes,
however Niculescu (2017) discovered in her analysis that the use of light green glaze
persisted even after the introduction of dark green glaze. Therefore, light green glaze on
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stoneware is not necessarily an indicator of earlier production and is not a good chronology
marker. Brown-black glaze may also be characteristic of later Edgefield ware, but this needs
to be systematically tested to confirm its accuracy, especially since final color output is a
result of multiple factors, such as ingredient types and amounts, manner of preparation, kiln
firing conditions, and trial and error (Baldwin 1993; Niculescu 2017). For now, these glaze
colors can predict which vessels in my research collection may have been produced later. A
substantial number of alkaline-glazed stoneware (n=21) exhibits some brown shade of
glaze, indicating possible later production.
Another common glaze type found in this collection is salt-glaze. This glaze type
originated in fifteenth- and sixteenth- century Europe as a result of accidentally overboiling
salt in the process of refining in an earthenware pan (Calfas 2013; Gallucci 1997). Salt-glazed
stoneware has a characteristically “orange-peel” surface texture and is ideal for the storage
and consumption of liquids (Figure 5.3). Application is a one-step process during initial firing
in which granular salt is thrown into the kiln at the height of firing (Burrison 1995; Calfas
2013). The salt then vaporized and fused with molten alumina and silica on the clay’s surface,
creating anonporous and transparent coating. In addition, stoneware vessels were stacked to
prevent the saline vapors from adhering to the interior surface (Burrison 1995).
In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, salt-glazed stonewares were primarily
exported from Germany (Calfas 2013:129). Production eventually spread to England in the
seventeenth-century and eventually to North America through the migration of English and
German potters (Burrison 1995; Calfas 2013). The earliest colonial origins of salt-glazed
stoneware come from the northeast with vessels produced in Philadelphia and Virginia as
early as 1730 (Gallucci 1997). In the South, salt-glazed pottery manufacture was largely
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sustained by large-scale production of sorghum syrup whiskey distilleries. Salt-glazed
stoneware was not as popular in the South because salt was not as readily available as in the
North and had to be purchased (Burrison 1995). On the other hand, alkaline-glaze could be
produced with locally available resources the potters could procure themselves.

Figure 5.3: Example of two salt-glazed stoneware sherds glued together with light
reflecting its porous surface (8Gu199-AM-20-25).
Interestingly, salt-glazed ceramics from this assemblage number more than the
alkaline-glazed ceramics (n=39). These vessels were probably shipped from the northeast.
Salt-glazed stoneware would have arrived at the St. Joseph Bay wharf or at Apalachicola
from New York, which was a major antebellum trading port for transporting cotton to
England (Willoughby 1995). Salt-glazed stoneware was also likely transported through
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interior railways and rivers, which explains how they may have been deposited at the
bottom of the river depot, whether it was accidental or not.
The rest of the stoneware recovered from the Depot Creek Depot was cataloged as
either “eroded” glaze or unglazed. Those ceramics cataloged as eroded glaze (n=28) do not
exhibit clear distinctions as either alkaline- or salt-glazed ceramics. These pieces do not have
a glassy or pitted surface and may have faded color, staining, crusting, and smoothened or
weathered surfaces (Figure 5.4). Some of these ceramics may have once been alkalineglazed, which confounds the total count for these types of sherds due to differential
categorizing. Those sherds identified as unglazed display no amount of surface treatment.
This category consists of a single broken, reddish-blown clay pot base and a single paleyellow piece, possibly a grog-tempered narrow- lipped and double-collared rim sherd (Figure
5.5; Figure 5.6).

Figure 5.4: Example of a sherd with eroded glaze. The color is faded and stained, with some
sections of glaze weathered away (8Gu199-AM-20-38).
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Figure 5.5: Unglazed partial vessel made of red clay (8Gu199-AM-20-23).

Figure 5.6: Unglazed rim sherd with grog-temper, found a few miles north in Panama
City away from the rest of the research assemblage (8Gu-AM-20-41).
It should be noted that the unglazed double-collared rim piece was found on the
beach of East Bay in Panama City, Florida by the collectors, not the Depot Creek Depot site
(Figure 5.7). The approximate location of discovery is directly east of Watson Bayou and
northwest of East Bay. There were no other sherds found around this rim, but in previous
years, a projectile point was found in the same area by the same collectors (personal
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communication 2021). Despite its differential discovery location, I decided to include this
unglazed rim ceramic in this thesis for the sake of documentation for future potential
research studies.

Figure 5.7: Map and close-up of the recovery location where 8Gu199-AM-20-41 was found
in Panama City, Florida. The red rectangle is the approximate area the sherd was found and
distance from St. Joseph is shown (map by author, adapted from Google Earth 2021).
5.1.2. Slip and paint
Additional types of surface treatments are present in the research collection. After the
1830s, liquid clay slip was often used to line ceramic interiors and either painted or trailed as
decorations to the exterior. An unusual use of this technique in South Carolina was the
application of iron-slip rings around handle attachments at the Rhodes Factory, possibly a
Northern influence (Baldwin 1993). A similar technique is seen in the collection (Figure 5.1),
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except it uses cobalt-oxide paint rather than iron slip. Albany slip was popular and widely
distributed for application on salt-glazed stoneware (Baldwin 1993; Gallucci 1997: 85). This
type of slip was made of blue alluvial clay with glassy components found on riverbeds near
Albany, New York, and was used to line the interior walls of bowls and storage vessels from
the1830s (Burrison 1995; Calfas 2017; Carl Steen, personal communication, 2020). When
fired, Albany slip vitrified into a smooth gray, dark brown, or black color, sometimes with a
metallic sheen, due to the high percentage of iron in the mixture. Bristol slip was another type
that was developed in England in 1835 and more common after the 1880s, containing zinc
oxide, feldspar, and calcium carbonate (Burrison 1995; Florida Museum 2021). Only one
ceramic base sherd from this collection, possibly from the Midwest, displays Albany and
Bristol slip (Figure 5.8; Carl Steen, personal communication, 2020).

Figure 5.8: Example of Albany and Bristol slip on sherds that the collector taped together.
Albany slip is inside while Bristol slip is on the vessel exterior (8Gu199-AM-20-8).
Another Northern decorative technique present in the collection is cobalt-oxide
surface painting (Figure 5.9). This under glazing technique was prominent in the Han (202
B.C.-220 A.D.), T’Ang (618-906 A.D.), and Song (960-1276 A.D.) dynasties of China and
occurs in American stoneware as early as the 1730s (Gallucci 1997). Seldom done in the
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South, cobalt- oxide produced a deep blue color on the surface (Burrison 1995; Gallucci
1997). A variety of motifs were painted with this color. The earliest paintings started with
plants and leaves casually brushed onto the surface before the addition of painted gallon
capacity (Gallucci 1997). These paintings were later accompanied by slip trailed underlines
using a syringe to create swirls and loops before evolving to stencil application. The plantand-leaves motif also transitioned later to representational figures and scenes.

Figure 5.9: Example of a complete stoneware jug not part of the collection with a cobaltoxide painted motif on its side (photo by Trip Jones 2022).
Oftentimes, these blue decorations were applied on light or gray surfaces. This
technique was commonly utilized by potters from Philadelphia and West Virginia (Calfas
2013). This surface design reflected not only blue-on-white Chinese pottery but also
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decorations on ceramics produced in Germany. From the collection, a large body sherd has a
cobalt-painted floral motif, which was a popular design in the nineteenth century among
Pennsylvanian German potters (Figure 5.10; Baldwin 1993; Burrison 2012, 1995). The
design was also common in New York and Maryland before moving west, where it gained
popularity in Ohio, Kentucky, and Tennessee (Carl Steen, personal communication, 2020). In
addition, there are other instances of cobalt-oxide rings or partial paint seen in the collection
(Figure 5.1; Figure 5.15).

Figure 5.10: Example of a pale-salt-glaze sherd with a cobalt-oxide floral design painted
on the surface (8Gu199-AM-20-22).
5.1.3 Markings
Stoneware pottery vessels sported a variety of markings on their surface. Apart from
the previously mentioned bakongo dikenga cosmogram, other symbols include slashes,
punctates, crescents, stars, and letters (Joseph 2017). These symbols also served various
purposes besides decoration. For example, slashes and punctates were also used as gallon
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capacity markers when not clearly used as decoration or when not using Arabic numerals
for capacity. This use of slashes and punctates is a uniquely Edgefield trait (Joseph 2017).
Only one sample from the collection has intentional slashes on the handle (Figure 5.11).

Figure 5.11: Slash marks, likely indicating two-gallon capacity, on an alkaline-glazed stoneware
handle (8Gu199-AM-20-16).
According to Joseph (2017), capacity markers are typically placed on the vessel shoulder
rather than on the handle. Unfortunately, only this handle and two accompanying undecorated
sherds remain of this sample (8Gu199-AM-20-16), so there is no way to check the rest of the
vessel for other markings that indicate capacity. Based on these sherds, the two slashes likely
indicate a two-gallon carrying capacity.
An additional mark seen in the collection is the potter’s production mark. These are
incised, punctated, or stamped markings different from maker’s marks, although both
served as customer warranties and for identifying ceramics placed inside dragon kilns
(Baldwin 1993; Joseph 2017). Production marks used the individual’s initials and
sometimes accompanied capacity markers, while maker’s marks identified “the pottery
where stoneware was prepared, rather than the specific potter” (Joseph 2017:113). At
Edgefield, maker’s marks detailed the pottery name, location, and maker name impressed in
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capitalized letters on the vessel’s shoulder. Maker’s marks could also be incised or slippainted (Joseph 2017). For production marks, placement varied from shoulder, handle top,
and on visible bases, and were scarcely seen in Edgefield compared to maker’s marks. Two
vessels from my research show these markings (Figure 5.11; Figure 5.12).

Figure 5.12: Alkaline-glazed vessel with incised “CC” mark on the handle and two incidental
slash marks on the body, both encircled white (8Gu199-AM-20-2).
The two pieces in Figure 5.11 are part of an alkaline-glazed vessel, possibly dating from
between the 1820s and the 1840s. The two slash marks are likely incidental, since they appear as
smooth, shallow grooves rather than deeply engraved incisions like those seen in figure 5.10.
Meanwhile, the handle has an incised “CC,” which is possibly a production mark for the
Edgefield potter Cyrus Cogburn (Carl Steen, personal communication, 2020). If this vessel was
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not produced in Edgefield, it may have come from any of three other locations where Cyrus
Cogburn resided and worked: Washington or Upson County, Georgia (1820), Macon County,
Alabama (1840), or Rusk County, Texas (1850). The piece in Figure 5.13 is a salt-glazed sherd
with the beginning of a neck for the rim and a partial stamp. This impression is possibly a
maker’s mark due to its location on the shoulder. The beginning of the neck also has a line the
appears pressed in. The mouth of this jug may have been narrow-rimmed and double-collared
like the rim sherd seen in figure 5.15 but smaller.

Figure 5.13: Salt-glazed sherd with partial stamped mark, either a part of a maker’s mark or a
production mark (8Gu199-AM-20-32).
5.1.3 Form
Stoneware was generally manufactured with defining characteristics for specific
purposes. Ceramics were classified according to function, and jars were the most basic utilitarian
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form for use in food storage and preservation (Baldwin 1993; Calfas 2013). Jars were large,
ovoid, or bulbous vessels that carried one- to forty-gallons of food (Figure 5.14). These vessels
were fashioned with wide mouths and horizontal slab handles for preserving, rationing, or
pickling solid foods such as fruits, vegetables, meat, and lard (Baldwin 1993; Burrison 2012;
Calfas 2013). When used specifically for preserving food, jars were generally smaller and either
had two vertical loop handles or no handles at all, with rolled rims to allow tying cloth coverings.

Figure 5.14: Jar with wide rolled rim and horizontal slab handle, typical for preserving solid
food (8Gu199-AM-20-6; Baldwin 1993; Burrison 2012).
Another generic form of stoneware is the jug. These vessels were the standard carriers
of liquids, particularly whiskey, cane syrup, vinegar, and drinking water (Baldwin 1993;
Burrison 2012). Stoneware jugs were typically bulbous with wide shoulders and a narrow
base and either narrow-ringed or wide-banded collars (Figure 5.15; Figure 5.16). Jug handles
were also vertically looped and placed below the neck on the shoulder (Baldwin 1993;
Burrison 2012). Jugs and jars are the most common form in the research assemblage where
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rims and handles are present. The shape and curvature of larger body sherds lacking a handle
or rim may also indicate whole jugs or jars, but this is easier to determine when associated
with other sherds determined to belong to the same vessel.

Figure 5.15: Alkaline-glazed vertical loop handle and narrow rim piece, probably for carrying
liquids (8Gu199-AM-20-19; Baldwin 1993; Burrison 2012).
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Figure 5.16: Banded ring rim sherd with traces of cobalt-oxide paint along the sherd edge,
probably also for holding liquids (8Gu199-AM-20-30).
The stylistic analysis presented provides some idea of the wide variety of ceramics
that made its way to St. Joseph, Florida. The assemblage holds a combination of both
alkaline- and salt-glazed specimens, indicating that vessels were made either in or with
Edgefield influences and that Northern-styled pottery was transported and utilized by St.
Joseph residents. A variety of production techniques throughout time is also present in the
ceramic assemblage. The lack of slip decoration represents the relatively short lifespan
this technique was utilized at the Edgefield District. Potters painted with slip motifs for
only about 15 years from the 1830s (Burrison 2012), but no slip decoration is represented
in the assemblage. Either these specifically Edgefield vessels did not make it to St. Joseph,
or most of the ceramics came from elsewhere and at later periods. The latter is possible
because Edgefield potters eventually migrated south and west, taking up production in
other states. Ceramics are also adorned with other types of slip that were popular in the
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Northern and Midwestern states after the 1860s (Carl Steen, personal communication,
2020). Since St. Joseph was only in existence until 1844, these ceramics could indicate
that the Depot Creek Depot was still in use even after the town was abandoned.

5.2 Documentary Research
Considering stoneware was a utilitarian product, vessels were likely used in the storage
and transport of products for consumption. Documentary research entailed finding out what
products were carried and who supplied them using newspaper archives, journal articles, and
reference books. Using these sources, I determined the types of businesses and transportation
utilized in selling this stoneware, selecting only those businesses that explicitly sold crockery and
goods without specified containers. The St. Joseph Times (SJT) newspaper articles from 1838 to
1841 were digitally archived by the Division of Library and Information Services at the Florida
Archives in Tallahassee. This time period started shortly after the Constitutional Conventionand
ended right before the tragic events that destroyed St. Joseph.
While considered historical documents, newspapers are often underutilized in
archaeological research. Problems that are common when working with newspapers revolve
around their local nature: access is often restricted to the town in which they were published and
hundreds of issues have accumulated over time, causing storage, and indexing problems. In
recent years, these problems have been avoided thanks to digitization of newspaper archives.
Having access to local newspapers allows archaeologists to find new sites and to reconstruct
settlements that have been destroyed (Gaff 2017). Newspapers were particularly useful in
identifying merchants and businesses in St. Joseph. I reviewed each year from 1838 to1841 to
find advertisements from merchants selling crockery and various dry and wet groceries, and
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businesses located at the Depot Creek Depot, where the stoneware collection was found (Table
5.2).
There were quite a few grocery merchants in St. Joseph, however few of them were
specific in advertising their crockery for sale. The merchants listed also did not specify
whether their goods were carried in stoneware crockery or not. Packaging was specified in
barrels (bbl), kegs, or casks in the St. Joseph Times ([SJT] 1838-1841). This makes it unclear
who actually sold products in stoneware vessels. Based on the earlier stylistic analysis, dried
goods and liquids were likely the goods transported, corroborated by documentary research
of other prominent antebellum towns and their economic activities. For example, stoneware
jugs from Columbia, South Carolina carried rum, while the main staple of pork was stored in
wide-mouthed stoneware jars (Calfas 2013). In the case of St. Joseph, stoneware vessels were
probably carrying similar products, foods, and ingredients, considering they were commonly
sold in conjunction with other groceries according to the newspaper advertisements.
Evidently, these merchants sold a variety of goods and operated several businesses.
Apart from crockery, merchants sold wet and dry goods, and many were involved in the
cotton forwarding and commission business. Often, owning an additional, separate business
supplemented income during the slower growing periods (Willoughby 1993). Profit was
mainly obtained from shipping cotton from December until May or June, and after that time
was spent growing more cotton for the next harvest season. During this waiting period, there
were efforts to raise additional income. New businesses and partnerships were announced in
issues of The St. Joseph Times [SJT]. Not all businesses were in St. Joseph. For example,
William H. Kimbrough owned a cotton commission business in Apalachicola and another in
Columbus, Georgia, in addition to his partnerships in St. Joseph (Willoughby 1993).
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Table 5.2: Summary Table of Merchant Details
Merchant

Store Name

Products
Provisions/Groceries
Wines/Liquors
Crockery

Address

Routes

Solon Horn
(1838-1840)

--

Palmetto St. near Commerce St.

E.J. Wood
E.J. Hardin
(1838-1841)

E.J. Wood & Co.
(1838-1839)

No.1 Bertram Buildings
Commerce near Magnolia St.
Corner of Commerce and Pine St.

Groceries/Dry goods
Selection from New York
Crockery

J.L. Smallwood
(1838-1841)

--

Commerce St.

Groceries

Schooner Octavia: Boston

Bay St.

Pork

Steamer Tomochichi: New Orleans
Brig Pallas: Portland

No. 1 Company's Buildings
Bay Street

Assorted groceries

Schooner Naumkeag and
Schooner Wm. Bayard:
New York

J.A. Deblois

--

-M.L. Cavert
(1838-1841)

Deblois & Co.
(1838-1840)
Kimbrough & Smith
(1838-1841)
Kimbrough, Smith, & Co.
(1839)
Street & Thompson
(1838-1840)
Woodruff & Cavert
(1838)
M.L. Cavert & Co.
(1840-1841)

William R. Daffin Craig & Daffin
(1838-1841)
(1838-1841)

Crockery
Wines/Liquor
Groceries/Provisions/Dry goods
Western produce
Wine & liquors
Crockery

Commerce St.
No. 3 Palmetto St.
Nos 2 & 3 Palmetto St.
Corner of Commerce and Pine St.
Near Magnolia St.
Commerce Near Magnolia Street

Newark, New Jersey
Brig Sadi: Philadelphia
Schooner Vesper: Galveston, Texas
Brig Hartley and Brig Sadi: New York,
Baltimore, New Orleans

Brig Opulence: New Orleans

Schooner Vesper: New Orleans

Groceries/Dry goods
Boston and New York

Schooner Eagle

Next to Railroad Comps. Office at the Depot

Wines/Liquors

--

--

John Aeffleck & Co.
(1838-1840)

--

Anderson Starr & Co.
(1838)

Warehouses at Chipola and Iola Depot

Forwaring and commission
Storage of cotton and other agricultural -productions

Dyckman & Barber
(1838-1841)

Commerce St. Corner Bay

Wholesale & retail groceries

J. Moses
(1839)

--

Pine Street Near Commerce

W.H. Shepherd
(1839)

--

--

--

--

J. No. Copeland
(1839)
Henry Hodges
(1839-1841)
C.L. Demarest
(1840-1841)
R. Everard
(1839)

Dry goods
from Charleston, S.C.
Crockery
Groceries/Provisions
Wines
from New York

Ship Chandlery
Brig Mary Elizabeth: Boston
--

--

Jars of malaga grapes

Ship Suviah

Hodges, Demarest, & Co. Corner of Palmetto and Commerce Street
(1839)
Commerce Street

Wines/Champagne

Schooner Odion: Charleston,
New Orleans

--

Wines/Liquors

--

Commerce St.
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Based on the information in Table 5.1, a map was created to locate businesses in St.
Joseph (Figure 5.17). This plan map provides a probable visual depiction of St. Joseph’s
layout in its heyday. Most businesses were located on Commerce Street, which was the main
thorough way leading to the wharf. The St. Joseph-Depot Creek railway also ran straight
through Commerce Street delivering products between the wharf and the Depot Creek Depot
(Mueller 1990). All grocery-based businesses mentioned in the St. Joseph Times ([SJT] 18381841) are located on three streets closest to the bay. Considering the relationship seen
between merchants and shipping routes in Table 5.2, Bay, Palmetto, and Pine Streets are
logical business locations for their proximity to arriving shipping vessels. In addition, there is
a market square in between Magnolia and Pine Street. This whole western section of shops
may have been part of a designated commercial district, but other types of businesses and
their locations should be considered before making this conclusion.
Several merchants of St. Joseph were associated with specific shipping lines listed in
table 5.3. In the St. Joseph Times ([SJT] 1838-1841), these lines were also called “packet
lines” and had regular schedules of arrival and departure. Different sailing vessels served for
either freight, passengers, or both and advertisements requested readers to apply through
specific merchants or businesses, if not the ship master, for services. For example, an
advertisement in the August 1, 1838 issue of the St. Joseph Times [SJT] announced the
departure of Schooner Vesper for Galveston, Texas and requested that those interested in
freight or passage should apply through either the captain or E.J. Wood and Company. These
advertisements demonstrate that merchants had close relationships with not just fellow
merchants, but also with masters of sailing vessels. This would have been important for
ensuring delivery of products between towns and merchants both inland and overseas.
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Figure 5.17: “Map and Plan of St. Joseph 1836” edited to show the main streets on which
grocery-related businesses were located (Throop 1835). Courtesy of the Florida Memory.
Combining reading newspaper advertisements, journal articles and reference books, I
attempted to ease the difficulties of relying on newspaper sources alone and supplemented
information regarding merchants, businesses, and shipping details. In the first place, the archived
newspaper collection only spans the years from 1838 to 1841 when publication actually began
earlier in 1836. Businesses that may have only operated between 1836 and 1838 are therefore not
represented in Table 6.2, while some listed merchants and businesses may have opened before
1838, skewing their actual operational time frame. In addition, addresses, presence of crockery,
and individuals involved in partnerships were not always mentioned and if they were, the text
was often illegible due to the quality of printing at the time of scanning. These missing details
compound the issue of underrepresentation, making exact storefront locations unclear, leaving
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out information about other merchants, and making the demand for stoneware unclear. Based on
supplemental information regarding stoneware, it can be inferred that crockery was likely sold
both empty and carrying products. Despite a lack of specificity, the plan map in Figure 6.17
provides a general idea about the locations where businesses were commonly located.
Table 5.3: St. Joseph Packet Lines, Services, and their Destinations Based on Newspapers.
Year

Ship Type
Steamer
Steamboat
Schooner
Ship
Schooner
Schooner
1838
Schooner
Brig
Schooner
Schooner
Schooner
Steamboat
Brig
Barque
Schooner
Brig
Schooner
Brig
Schooner
1839
Schooner
Barque
Ship
Schooner
Schooner
Schooner
Brig
Ship
Ship
1840
Brig

Name
Commerce
Ellen
Vesper
Spring
Vindicator
Samuel L. Southard
Undaunted
Cumberland
Southerner
Vesper
Ellen
Newcastle
Corinth
Irene
Romp
Cumberland
Odion
Packet
Rodney
Wm. R. Daffin
Champion
Suviah
Southerner
Vesper
Ellen
Alexander
Eagle
Elizabeth Fryth

Master

-Jenkins
-Cook
Rice
Williams
Jackson
Shinn
Pratt
Holmes
Tyler
Forsyth, Jr.
Smith
-Hubbard
-Abbot
-Paine
Scott
Warren
Moody
Pratt
Holmes
Tyler
Lincoln
-Brand

Warsaw

Sheffield

Brig
Ship
1841 Schooner
Brig

Angora
Franconia
Stranger
Alexander

Salsbury
Davis
Sears
Dennet

Packet Lines Servicing St. Joseph, Florida (1838-1841)
Route
Service
For Bainbridge
Mail/Passage
For Columbus
Freight/Passage
For Galveston
Freight/Passage
New York and St. Joseph

Regular Packet

New Orleans and St. Joseph

Regular Packet

For New Orleans

Freight/Package
Freight/Passage
Passage
Regular Packet (Freight/Passage)
Regular Packet (Passage)

For New York
For Havana
For New York
For Charleston or New Orleans
For Charleston
-For Pensacola
--New Orleans and St. Joseph
-For Liverpool

Freight/Passage
Freight/Charter
Regular Packet (Freight/Passage)
Freight/Charter
Freight/Charter
Regular Packet Run
Regular Packet Run
Regular Packet Run
Freight/Charter
-Passage
Freight/Passage

-For Boston
--

Shipping
-Freight/Charter

A.T. Bennett
John Jenkins
E.J. Wood and Co.

Apply to

John Ogden (N.Y.)
or
Kimbrough and Smith
Henshaw and Rogers (N.O.)
or
Hodges, Demarest and Co.
E.J. Wood and Co.
Kimbrough and Smith

Hodges, Demarest and Co.
Kimbrough, Smith, and Co.
E.W. Doubleday
Geo. Stewart and Co. Kimbrough and Smith
Henshaw and Rogers (N.O.)
or
Hodges, Demarest and Co.
J.L. Smallwood and Company
D.B. Wood and Co.
J.L. Smallwood and Company
C.L. Demarest
Henry Hodges
Kimbrough and Smith
D.B. Wood and Co.
Kimbrough and Smith

5.3 Portable X-Ray Fluorescence Spectrometry and Quantitative Analysis
The ceramics in this collection accumulated underwater at the Depot Creek Depot from
different locations. Some pieces are decorated with traditionally Northern techniques and others
are distinctly Southern in style. Several potters carried their craft and technique as they migrated
west and south, meaning clay was procured at a number of localities and used to manufacture
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stoneware pottery, making it difficult to know for sure where these ceramics were produced,
especially with the lack of identifiable maker’s marks. Therefore, portable X-ray fluorescence
(pXRF) spectrometry was utilized in attempts to trace the composition and perhaps the origins of
clays procured to produce this mixed assemblage. Understanding where these vessels were
produced can illustrate the extent of St. Joseph’s economic network with the rest of the eastern
United states, while also tracing the movement of potters throughout the region and
understanding the spread of a distinctive craft trade.
Portable X-ray fluorescence spectrometry is a scientific technique that measures the
chemical composition of archaeological materials (Hunt and Speakman 2015). Trace
elements are measured through pXRF by use of a spectrometer device. This machine shoots
primary X- rays into a material sample to produce secondary or fluorescence X-rays that are
returned back to the spectrometer’s internal detector, which measures the energy, level, and
intensity of these retrieved rays (Tykot 2016:46). These secondary X-rays carry
characteristic transition energy attributable to each specific element present in the sample.
Once the energy level and intensity are recorded, the raw data are then calibrated using the
appropriate standards and software (Tykot 2016). The calibrated data can then be used for
subsequent statistical analysis.
Using pXRF has continuously grown popular for analyzing archaeological materials
since it developed from lab-based X-ray fluorescence (XRF) spectrometers in 1991 (Forster
et al. 2011). Various developments created a portable XRF machine capable of costeffective, high resolution, multi-element, and even non-destructive analysis. These
characteristics opened access to large datasets acquired from museum-housed materials
while preserving artifact integrity (Hunt and Speakman 2015; Forster et al. 2011; Tykot
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2016). Chemical analyses utilizing pXRF have contributed to studies of raw material
provenance, economic networks and trade routes, the use of space, and determining activity
areas. These are topics my research focuses on, necessitating the use of pXRF analysis to
determine clay provenance, ceramic production locations, and trace trade routes throughout
the South.
Several preliminary steps were taken before analyzing each sample to obtain
elemental measurements that are as precise and accurate as possible. Unfortunately, this was
a partially destructive process, and permission was obtained from the collector before
proceeding with sample preparation. The ceramic glaze needed removal because its
heterogeneous chemical matrix negatively affects the ability of secondary X-rays to reach the
machine’s detector and confounds the pXRF data (Forster et al. 2011; Tykot 2016). Using an
electronic wet-tile saw, I removed small samples of clay measuring no larger than 1.0-1.5 cm
in diameter (Figure 5.18). These pieces were then sanded to remove all traces of glaze, paint,
and slip from the interior and exterior to prevent confounding the XRF data. Since analysis
was not conducted within a vacuum chamber, which prevents loss of low-Z elemental
detection, each sample was placed directly on top of the scanning window to decrease the
airspace between the machine and the sample (Tykot 2016).

Figure 5.18: Examples of sherds removed and cleaned for pXRF analyses. The sherd on the
right shows a removed sherd before cleaning.
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Analyses occurred at Dr. Robert Tykot’s Laboratory for Archaeological Science at the
University of South Florida using the Bruker Tracer 5g handheld spectrometer (Figure 5.19). The
instrument’s settings were at 50 kilovolts (kV) and 35 microamps (µA), and scanning used a
filter of 0.006” copper, 0.001” titanium, and 0.012” aluminum to minimize the background from
before iron through niobium. These settings maximize precision in detecting within the desired
elemental range. Specific trace elements measured include rubidium (Rb), strontium (Sr), yttrium
(Y), zirconium (Zr), and niobium (Nb). The raw data were calibrated using CloudCal software
using a high silicon-based set of calibrated samples from the University of Missouri Research
Reactor (MURR), measured in parts-per-million (ppm), and then averaged for further principal
components analysis (PCA) This created separate cluster groups based on variation in average
elemental compositions.

Figure 5.19: Analysis by the author using the pXRF spectrometer with a sherd sitting on top of
the machine’s window. The spectrometer is connected to the computer through which the data
shows (photo provided by Tykot 2022).
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With the help of Dr. Lindsay Bloch from the University of Florida (personal
communication, 2021), principal components analysis was conducted on the calibrated data
using the online program R. Principal components analysis is a multivariate quantitative
analysis used to identify discrete compositional groups within a dataset (Forster et al.
2011:391). This process reduces the dimensionality of data based on variance or co-variance
matrices and allows clusters and subclusters of compositional groups to be distinguished
with high precision (Cranford 2020; Forster et al. 2011). Principal components analysis can
be helpful for testing hypotheses regarding trade, exchange routes, and socio-economic
relations. For the purpose of this research, PCA is utilized to understand ceramic clay origins
to approximately trace trade routes and connections between St. Joseph and other cities.
After analysis, four clusters of the samples were formed, identified with four
different colors (Tables 5.4 to 5.7). These clusters were grouped by patterns of
concentration variation in specific trace elements, as indicated by the bolded values in each
table. Specifically, these bolded values highlight the between-group concentration
differences that place samples into their assigned groups and within-group similarities
between elemental concentration. In group one purple, samples carry the most amount of
zirconium within a close range (331-389 ppm). This group also has a strong outlier sample
(8Gu199-AM-20-10) which contains a much higher amount of zirconium (507 ppm)
compared to the other samples. Group two samples have higher concentrations of both
rubidium and strontium compared to group one purple. Rubidium concentration ranges from
115 to 129 ppm, while strontium concentration ranges between 92 to127 ppm. This group
also appears to have the tightest range in concentration for each trace element. While
samples in group three green also have high zirconium concentration like the first group, the
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range is slightly lower and wider, from 210 to 338 ppm. Group three green also has a wide
medium range of yttrium concentration, from 34 to 72 ppm, and medium to high
concentrations of rubidium (52 to 121 ppm).
Table 5.4: PCA Data of Group One Purple Ceramic Samples

Group 1 Purple
USF #
39010
39012
39013
39018
39023
39025
39026
39028
39045
39047
Outlier
39017

Sample
AM-20-2
AM-20-5
AM-20-6
AM-20-11
AM-20-16
AM-20-18
AM-20-19
AM-20-21
AM-20-38
AM-20-40

Rb
43
42
41
40
41
43
31
43
47
43

Sr
78
87
64
79
75
116
91
111
80
99

Y
36
35
36
38
37
37
42
28
45
40

Zr
363
373
346
383
386
382
331
342
384
389

Nb
30
34
25
32
35
29
21
34
26
29

AM-20-10

60

50

52 507 27

Table 5.5: PCA Data of Group Two Blue Ceramic Samples.

Group 2 Blue
USF # Sample
Rb Sr Y
39020 AM-20-13 120 92 38
39031 AM-20-24 120 102 38
39032 AM-20-25 129 107 42
39034 AM-20-27 123 106 38
39036 AM-20-29 117 111 45
39037 AM-20-30 121 102 40
39042 AM-20-35 125 110 35
39043 AM-20-36 115 127 39
39044 AM-20-37 119 109 39
39046 AM-20-39 117 96 41
Only group that has pretty similar values
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Zr
289
294
305
272
286
277
283
285
281
286

Nb
28
24
25
22
26
24
26
23
23
22

Table 5.6: PCA Data of Group Three Green Ceramic Samples.

Group 3 Green
USF #
39008
39019
39021
39030
39035
39041
39029
39033
39040
39011
39016
39024

Sample
AM-20-4
AM-20-12
AM-20-14
AM-20-23
AM-20-28
AM-20-34
AM-20-22
AM-20-26
AM-20-33
AM-20-3
AM-20-9
AM-20-17

Rb
112
121
106
73
91
81
99
83
82
77
52
54

Sr
63
70
61
68
60
61
66
53
61
52
45
51

Y
60
37
58
53
50
53
72
47
51
45
36
34

Zr
310
313
311
288
312
331
388
381
352
258
210
217

Nb
25
29
24
24
30
28
26
26
27
19
21
22

Meanwhile, the unassigned yellow group is peculiar because samples were grouped in
three different colors in the original data plot, yet clustered together. In other words, these
samples form three subgroups indicating three potential geographic sources. Their different
coloring also indicated that these samples did not quite fall in range with trace element
concentrations of the other three groups, but they were similar enough to each other to form a
cluster despite their mismatching colors. For uniformity, this last group was colored yellow
and labeled “unassigned” since none of these samples clustered with the other three groups.
Unassigned yellow samples have a high range of rubidium concentration (116 to 167 ppm),
which probably necessitates initial separation from groups one, two and three due to their
relatively lower ranges in rubidium. The samples also do not appear to have a close range in
concentration for the other elements, with seemingly random concentrations seen in each
element for each sample. Still, this group displays some variation in patterning that will be
seen in further graphical analysis.
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Table 5.7: PCA Data of Unassigned Yellow Ceramic Samples.

Unassigned Group Yellow
USF #
39009
39015
39022
39027
39039
39014
39038

Sample
AM-20-1
AM-20-8
AM-20-15
AM-20-20
AM-20-32
AM-20-7
AM-20-31

Rb
130
127
123
116
136
167
149

Sr
86
73
73
63
91
127
68

Y
42
47
50
44
49
38
63

Zr
261
236
257
265
198
208
210

Nb
18
29
21
24
20
20
21

Quantification continued with the creation of plots to predict the outcome of the
analysis by visualizing any patterns that are present in the data and confirming the
observations made from the previous tables. For the PCA, box plots were created for each
element using logarithmic transformations to see the average concentrations and amount of
variation between each group (Figure 5.20). Log transformations make data easier to interpret
because they are less skewed (Lane 2007). In the box plots below, each group is represented
by a rectangle in their respective color, whose size represents the amount of variation present
between samples in each group for that element. For example, the rubidium box plot shows
that group three green has more variation in concentration between its samples compared to
other groups due to its larger size. The thick black lines within each rectangle represents the
average concentration for that group, while the circles represent sample outliers, whose
concentrations fall outside the range for the entire group, either above or below the
rectangles. Some groups have outlying samples that were not immediately clear in the data
tables.
Beside outliers, the box plots illustrate patterns present within and between group
concentration. For rubidium, group three green has the greatest variation between its samples,
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while unassigned yellow has the greatest average concentration, nearly equal with group
two blue. Group three green also has the greatest between-sample variation and greatest
group average for yttrium, but near similar amounts of variation in strontium with both
group one purple and unassigned yellow, while also having near similar amounts of
variation in strontium with unassigned yellow samples. Meanwhile, group two blue has the
highest average amount of zirconium, while group one purple has the highest average
amount for both zirconium and niobium. These patterns can help predict locations of clay
origin, which are better illustrated using PCA plots (Figure 5.21; Figure 5.22).

Figure 5.20: Box plots representing between-samples variation for each group and
average group concentrations compared across all elements and all groups (made by Dr.
Lindsay Bloch, spring 2021).
In the quantitative analysis, the PCA tried condensing the five elements into two
components. Component plots are used to look at the cluster patterns based on variation,
principal component one having the most variation and principal component two having
the second most variation, although, sometimes including principal component three can
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be helpful for confirming group cohesiveness. Each group’s samples are plotted as
circles matching their assigned color. The ceramic sample manufactured by Cyrus
Cogburn is represented with a red diamond to help predict its production location. The
directional arrows help identify the relationships between concentrations of each
element within each group, indicating either linear or inverse relationships. Dr. Lindsay
Bloch of the Florida Museum of Natural History helped me interpret these pXRF results
to see how the patterns can confirm the observations made in the box plots and help
identify regions where clay may contain these same relationships.
The first plot (Figure 5.21) shows two distinct groups based on increasing elemental
concentrations using principal components one and two. As indicated by the arrows,
zirconium and niobium have a direct relationship in group one purple: as zirconium
increases, so does niobium. Both elements share an inverse relationship with rubidium,
which decreases as zirconium and niobium increases. This relationship is also seen in
unassigned yellow and group two blue, the latter of which also has an increase in strontium
as yttrium decreases. Meanwhile, group three green increases in zirconium, yttrium, and
rubidium as strontium decreases. The second PCA plot uses components one and three,
which have the highest and least variations respectively, to provide another view of the
relationships between elements and groups (Figure 5.22). Group three green has mostly
increased concentrations in all elements, except for a few samples. Both group two blue and
unassigned yellow have increased concentrations in yttrium compared to other elements that
decrease in concentration, while group one purple continues its trend in increased zirconium
and niobium. These PCA plots confirmed previously seen patterns in element variation and
averages.
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Figure 5.21: PCA plot using components one and two to illustrate group clustering and elemental concentration variation
relationships (made by Dr. Lindsay Bloch, spring 2021, edited by author to show Cyrus Cogburn sample).
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Figure 5.22: PCA plot using components one and three to illustrate an alternate view of group clustering and elemental average
concentration relationships (made by Dr. Lindsay Bloch, spring 2021, edited by author to show Cyrus Cogburn sample).
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Based on this analysis and subsequent plots, specific geographic regions were
identified where similar patterns in elemental clay concentration are known to exist.
According to Dr. Bloch, two groups appear to be represented in the PCA plots. One group
possibly comes from the Piedmont region above the southeastern Fall Line, an imaginary
geographic boundary that delineates between clay types, and the other from the Coastal Plains
region below this line (Figure 5.23). The Edgefield District is located right on this line, split
almost in half.

Figure 5.23: Map of the southeastern Fall Line where it lies across Edgefield and Georgia
potteries (map by author, adapted from Google Earth 2021).
Dr. Bloch also pointed out some trends regarding element concentration and
geographic locations. Lowland, coastal clay from below the Fall Line tends to have high
concentrations in zirconium. Meanwhile rubidium concentration tends to increase in the
Piedmont as concentration decreases in Coastal Plain clay. It can be deduced that unassigned
yellow samples with high rubidium came from around the Piedmont (Edgefield, White,
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Washington, Pike or Upson counties), while group one purple samples with high zirconium
came from the Coastal Plain (Edgefield, Washington or Crawford counties). However, this
information needs confirmation with other studies.
Even though pXRF has grown popular for its portable and non-destructive nature, it
did have its shortcomings in analyzing ceramics. Portable x-ray fluorescence tends to have
limitations with surface analysis on heterogeneous objects such as ceramic materials and
composition (Forster et al. 2011; Tykot 2016). Unlike homogeneous materials such as
obsidian, the irregular surfaces and heterogeneous matrices of clay can confound pXRF data
unless matrix-matched calibrations are properly executed (Cranford 2020; Forster et al. 2011;
Tykot 2016). Several ceramic characteristics can cause data confounding, such as grain size,
mineralogy, weathering, surface coating, and surface morphology (Forster et al. 2011: 390).
The range of grain size and mineralogy affects scan precision, while the surface coating
affects the degree of attenuation. This was the reason for cleaning each ceramic sample of its
glaze, otherwise the process would have been completely non-destructive.
There are other analytical shortcomings that come with pXRF scanning. Due to a lack of
quantitative controls, data often cannot be compared against one another because this requires
the use of standardized reference materials and specific calibration protocols, which are
currently lacking and not matrix matched for heterogeneous archaeological materials (Cranford
2020; Hunt and Speakman 2015; Tykot 2016). Portable X-ray fluorescence also has a limited
detection range due to heterogeneity, and there are potentially multiple clay sources represented
from analysis that are not yet databased (Cranford 2020; Tykot 2016). There are also potentially
multiple subgroups that are represented within the resulting compositional groups. Future
research requires follow-up analysis using more sensitive technologies such as instrumental
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neuron activation analysis (INAA) and laser ablation inductively coupled plasma spectrometry
(LA-ICP-MS). While specific clay sources in my research collection may be unidentifiable,
analysis identified “compositional groupings that may reflect shared geological sources”
(Cranford 2020:52). This information at least provides a starting point to trace these ceramics
further when the opportunity becomes available.

6.4 Digital Scanning
Digital modeling provides important benefits for both preservation and dissemination of
new archaeological information. Within the last decade, there has been an emphasis upon digital
work in archaeology, providing novel approaches to education, public outreach, and collections
management (Tanasi et al. 2019:1). Three-dimensional imaging and modeling are used to
reassemble and manipulate artifacts with a high level of accuracy as a way of documenting
evidence (Tanasi 2020; Tanasi et al. 2019). These models are strategic tools of educational
importance for teaching and publicly engaging with archaeology. Digitally scanned models
allow for access to collections and real-time manipulation of artifacts online through databases
and online museums when access is otherwise limited, or certain artifacts may not be displayed
(Daniela 2020; Tanasi et al. 2019; Sylaiou et al. 2016). Learning becomes more inclusive with
digital scanning, allowing people to view inaccessible artifacts and archaeological sites, while
models can be 3-D printed for sensorial teaching in the classroom. In all, digital imaging allows
for diversification of access and provides a picture of preservation over time, capturing an
artifact’s current image that can be compared in the future (Daniela 2020; Tanasi et al. 2019).
Select stoneware pieces from the collection were chosen for digitizing into threedimensional models. The pieces were selected based on certain criteria: geometry, texture, and
marking, which will allow for better visibility of ceramic surface features. Digital scanning
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also provides functional capabilities for combined 360-degree rotation and object
magnification, which is not possible when viewing photographs. Digital scanning and
modeling were an option to promote access to the collection for viewing and learning purposes
with the public upon the collection’s return, but limited time prevented full modeling of the
entire assemblage. Photographs of the digital models are in Appendix D.

6.5.1 Artec Spider and NextEngine
Two different machines were used for scanning artifacts. The handheld Artec Spider
scanner was used for larger ceramics with complex geometry, while the NextEngine scanner
was used for flatter and smaller sherds. The scanning process began in November 2020 using
the Artec Spider from the USF Access 3-D Lab, with the help of Dr. Laura Harrison. The sherd
was placed on a turntable to spin during scanning for ease in capturing all visible sides of the
artifact. At least three raw scans were taken for each ceramic piece at different sides and angles
to ensure enough views were obtained for stitching and fusing the scans together into a working
three- dimensional model during processing.
The Artec Spider scanner was connected to a laptop via USB so that scans were viewed
and saved through the Artec Studio 13 program, where processing also occurred later.
Advanced settings were adjusted in the program through the texture brightness menu to adjust
for color and data mapping. The scanning frame rate was adjusted to eight frames-per-second
(fps) and the depth of field was set to between 170 to 300. Once these settings were adjusted,
the ceramic was scanned using one to two full revolutions on the turntable. The scans were
saved collectively into a single folder for each ceramic and were labeled as “raw scans” with
the date that scanning occurred. In the event the Artec Spider was unavailable, some pieces
were scanned with the Artec Eva handheld scanner with the same advanced settings (see
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Appendix D). Once all artifacts were scanned, each folder of raw scans were processed
individually using the Artec Studio 13 software (Figures 5.24-5.26).

Figure 5.24: Raw scan displayed on the Artec Studio 13 program workspace, showing the
extraneous data that needed to be deleted. Additional required raw scans are shown in the red
rectangle.
Processing entailed erasing extraneous or floating data that were extending or distorting
the shape of the original scans. Once these were cleaned up, each scan was aligned in the correct
orientation and were fused together to form a 3-D mesh model. By this stage, any existing holes
in the model were filled. The final stage of the process was texturing the model, after which the
finished mesh model was exported as a wavefront OBJ file and MTL file with the texture saved
as a JPEG file.
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Figure 5.25: Artec Studio 13 program workspace showing the “eraser” window, where the
extraneous data was deleted, leaving only the colored scan.

Figure 5.26: Artec Studio 13 program workspace displaying the final scan fusion stage of model
processing. All four raw scans are fused together, and this is how the model appears before the
texture is applied.
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Some models required additional processing through the GeoMagic Wrap software
(Figure 5.27). This process most often required either more hole filling that Artec Studio 13
missed or removing attached extraneous data that created extra surface layers, caverns, or
overhangs. In order to fix the holes, I created bridges to connect sides across the hole and
sectionit off into smaller holes to allow better texture matching when filled. To remove the
extraneous data, they were selected in red and deleted, usually creating another hole that was
later filled unless I deleted an entire layer that was not needed. Some of the holes were larger
than others and sometimes the texture did not match completely even with the help of
bridges. This mismatch likely occurred because I was filling larger spaces that were missing
the texture data necessary to create a uniform surface. Mesh shelves, extra layers and caverns
were tedious to fixbecause deleting them also removed the layer I was trying to uncover, and
it was unclear where to connect holes. I could only slowly delete through the 3-D shelf layer
if the shelf was not high enough to select through the whole object. To address these issues, a
different program was used with the expertise of research assistant Elliot J. Alvarez.

Figure 5.27: Workspace of the GeoMagic Wrap processing software. Holes are outlined in
bright green until they are filled. Tools that were used to fill are indicated by the red rectangle.
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To remove shelves and caverns, three-dimensional models were opened into the ZBrush software (Figure 5.28). This program allows for more advanced mesh processing using
a varietyof surface maps and a pen and tablet. Elliot used a rainbow UV map to see the
surface “topography” of the model and decide where to flatten and smoothen caverns,
shelves, and any excess hanging data. During the process, the extraneous data fused with the
rest of the mesh model and any additional layers also disappeared. In Z-Brush, another
utilized function was the “polypaint” tool, which allowed painting on the surface of the mesh
model to add texture. This technique was helpful in fixing holes resulting from missing
texture in the original JPEG file. Each model that needed additional processing was
continuously saved as an OBJ file. Multiplefiles were saved in the process for each model,
acting as a bookmark to return to previous editsand to backtrack or fix mistakes resulting
from previous steps. Additionally, Adobe Photoshopwas used for any texture JPEG edits,
such as shading and color-matching with reference to catalog photos, to accurately display
the stoneware’s design.

Figure 5.28: Workspace of the Z-Brush processing software. The model shown has the UV
map applied to its surface, which makes ridges, caverns, and bumps on the surface more
noticeable to work with.
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The last step of the digitizing process was uploading the 3-D models into SketchFab
(Figure 5.29; Figure 5.30). This website is an online hosting service for digital projects and
models to be shared publicly. The Access 3D Lab has its own account to share various
digitizing projects, and with Dr. Harrison’s permission, I created a digital collection on this
account titled “Historic Ceramics Collection from Depot Creek.” This collection houses
seventeen digital models of the stoneware ceramics I spent a year scanning and processing.
Each model has a unique title and description of the ceramic, instruments and software used,
and a brief, general description of where the stoneware was found. SketchFab provides both
access and manipulationof the models by public online users. The website does not require an
account to access the models, making them open and free for online access. Although,
account access does provide commentary capabilities, where users can leave comments under
3-D models and engage in dialogue with one another. SketchFab as a digital platform not
only provides access and manipulation, but also provides community engagement.

Figure 5.29: USF Access 3D Lab’s SketchFab account showing a public display and contents
for the stoneware collection.
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Figure 5.30: Single model display on the SketchFab website. This interface allows doe rotation
and magnification of the model. Users can look through the rest of the collection using the
content menu on the right.
In the USF Archaeology Lab, a few additional scans were taken of smaller, flatter sherds
using the NextEngine scanner, with permission from Dr. Karen Smith. These sherds were
selected to determine if any other surface features, such markings, could be identified that were
perhaps unnoticed by the naked eye and photography. The NextEngine scanner itself is a nonportable, rectangle-shaped device that sits on a stand, under which an artifact is placed for
scanning and then programmed in the machine’s partner software called ScanStudio. The artifact
is aligned with the machine’s viewfinder and a photo is taken before two laser stripes scan the
surface. Each point from the line touching the object is triangulated to calculate the distance from
the surface point to the scanner, and then the actual scan shows up in the ScanStudio program
(Figure 6.28; White 2015). In here, a point cloud version of the scan can also be viewed. The
resulting scans were saved as scan (SCN) and OBJ files. A total of eight ceramic sherds, front
and back, were scanned by the NextEngine machine.
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Figure 5.31: Three stoneware sherds scanned by the NextEngine machine on display in the
ScanStudio program workspace.
While NextEngine shares successful, widespread use in several fields, there were
someflaws in utilizing this technology for the purposes of this project. The NextEngine has
a small field of vision (400-cm x 56xcm), which was another reason for limited scanning
of sherds (Parsons 2020). In addition, the lasers often did not reach the cracks, crevices,
and interior bases, leaving only white spaces in these areas and requiring additional scans
of multiple viewpoints (see Appendix D). To capture high-resolution images, the process
also required longer scanning times (Parsons 2020). In the end, I was unable to produce 3D models because Ifailed to scan the edges of each sherd needed for scan fusion. The
collection was already returned at this point, meaning I could no longer access the
ceramics to take additional scans. Inthe interest of access and time, the NextEngine scans
were saved in the USF Archaeology Lab’s Box account. These scans can still be viewed
using MeshLab: a free, downloadable computer program for viewing 3-D scans and
models.
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Digital scanning comprises an important part of curating and disseminating
archaeological information, allowing for the sustainability of history and cultural values
(Daniela 2020:3). Their storage and presentation on the online platform SketchFab
additionallyallow for the preservation of specific ceramics online and the sharing of
information to the public. With only a select few pieces digitally preserved, this does cause
some bias in the sharing of information, since mostly those with surface features were
selected for this process. However, this still provides public exposure and awareness
towards these ceramics and St. Joseph’s history, while possibly opening a line of
communication between researchers,collectors, and the public to enable potential future
collaboration on this research.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Plain, utilitarian ceramics are historically under-studied in archaeological research,
but from what this research has shown, they can reveal information about production and
consumer behavior (Bloch 2011). The analysis of the Depot Creek Depot stoneware
ceramics yielded insights about the uses and transport of utilitarian ware regarding the nonelite and St Joseph’s economic system. These insights inform another part of Chris Hunt’s
Old St. Joseph Archaeological Project, which started back in 2014 and analyzed the elite
lifestyle of some of the town’s residents. At the beginning of research, there were several
questions and goals aimed at broadening the scope of knowledge pertaining to St. Joseph’s
archaeological history. These goals included finding out what these ceramics were used for,
who sold them, and where they were made and came from. Answering these questions,
despite the limitations, provided additional insights into the significant role both freed and
enslaved African Americans had on St. Joseph’s economic boom.
Ceramic stylistic analysis revealed the diversity of production techniques seen in the
assemblage along with their possible uses and transportation routes. Based on their partial
or whole rim shapes, these ceramics likely exhibit similar uses to those of Edgefield and
Georgia folk ceramics: preservation, rationing, and storage of staples, such as pork and
molasses, and for storing liquids such as whiskey, based on previous studies of these
Southern ceramics (Baldwin 1993; Burrison 1885; Calfas 2013). These uses are also
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indicated in the documentary analysis of the St. Joseph Times newspapers from 1838 to
1841. Some merchants explicitly sold crockery, assumed to be stoneware ceramics, while
others only list dry and wet grocery items, but those without any clear indicator of storage
or measurement may have been contained within stoneware ceramics. Both analyses
illustrate the largely utilitarian purposes of these ceramics to the general population of St.
Joseph.
Further stylistic analysis revealed regional techniques and cultural influences behind
the overall design of the collection. Alkaline- and salt-glaze are the two predominant types
of surface coating in the collection. These glazes represent two different regional areas of
production. Alkaline glaze was re-developed in the Old Edgefield District of South Carolina
by Abner Landrum after this dynastic Chinese technique was documented in European
publications (Baldwin 1993; Burrison 1995). The collection’s thirty-one alkaline-glazed
ceramics exhibit the characteristic glassy surface and colors of dark brown to celadon green
(Baldwin 1993; Niculescu 2017). Future systematic studies of glaze color may reveal if
dark brown glaze is an indicator of later Edgefield ware, although several other factors may
cause this color output.
Meanwhile, salt-glazed ceramics originated from Germany and England before this
technique was carried over to the United States via German exportation and immigration to
Pennsylvania and other northern states (Calfas 2014; Gallucci 1997). Thirty-nine ceramics
in the collection exhibit the characteristic orange-peel texture of salt-glaze, and some also
have an additional cobalt-oxide painted design on the surface, another technique begun by
German potters. These designs manifest in painted florals and rings found encircling the
bases of handle attachments. In addition, Bristol and Albany slip (Figure 5.8), which
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originated in England and New York respectively, are present on one vessel in the
collection. Just in surface coating alone, the Depot Creek Depot stoneware exhibits diverse
regional and international production techniques that intertwine economic relations between
the North and South and create a unique ceramic tradition.
Of the surface markings, capacity and maker’s marks are lacking in the research
collection. There is one small partial maker’s mark that lacks defining characteristics and
makes it difficult to make a confident comparison with other known maker’s marks. There
is a production mark present on an alkaline-glazed stoneware handle: an incised “CC”
(Figure 5.12). According to Carl Steen and John A. Burrison (personal communication
2020, 2021), this is likely the mark for Edgefield journeyman potter Cyrus Cogburn, who
subsequently lived in Washington and Upson County, Georgia, Macon County, Alabama,
and Rusk County, Texas between the 1830s and 1850s. Without any clear date for this
handle and its vessel, there are four potential locations this stoneware came from, and
determining this required the use of portable x-ray fluorescence.
Due to the lack of markings and slip-painted designs, it is possible that no prominent
potters producing in Edgefield are represented in this collection. These stoneware pieces
may have also come from other Southern stoneware potteries. Although there is no obvious
indication, it is equally possible that freed and enslaved African Americans were
responsible for producing most of the ceramics in this collection. African Americans have
often been underrepresented and their contributions hidden in the historical archaeological
record. They were left out of work and census records that can tell us about their role in the
pottery production process and other jobs in general during the antebellum period
(Singleton 1995; Steen and Toussaint 2017). Therefore, it is important to try shedding some

107

light on the role of African Americans in stoneware production and handling based on
documentary research.
In the antebellum South, the task system was the preferred method of slave
management regarding cotton production (Baptist 2002; Morgan 1988). Enslaved laborers
were delegated specific daily tasks and were free from work for the day when completed.
As such, enslaved African Americans ran errands or sold personal crops and goods at
market, with permission from their owner first. The task system also provided plantation
owners with flexibility (Baptist 2002; Kenline-Nyman 2017). Owners could focus their
enslaved peoples on working other crops or hire them out to other plantations when cotton
was not in season. They could also assign their extra slaves to domestic labor, overseeing,
or shopkeeping, including managing sales and making deliveries. As such, African
Americans were likely as active in handling stoneware as their owners.
Furthermore, the enslaved were considered the most affordable workforce at the
time for domestic manufacturing and were responsible for various tasks related to ceramic
production (Fennell 2017; Kenline-Nyman 2017; Koverman 2005; Steen and Toussaint
2017). While documentation is lacking regarding St. Joseph plantation activities, it is
possible that St. Joseph’s residents were engaged in the task system and the same slavebased activities seen throughout the South, since the town was in Middle Florida and based
on diary records from a traveling pastor detailing experience with the town’s African
American population (Haskew 1938). This information highlights the undeniable
importance of African Americans to stoneware production and the booming Southern
economy.
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Along with ceramic production and consumption, understanding the transportation
was another goal for this research in order to reconstruct St. Joseph’s economic connections
to other states. Scanned archives of the St. Joseph Times from 1838 to 1841 used to identify
merchants selling crockery and grocery goods that were likely carried in stoneware were
also used to identify their business locations, along with associated shipping vessels and
their masters (Tables 5.2 and 5.3). These businesses, as seen on a plan map of St. Joseph
(Figure 5.17), were placed in proximity of the St. Joseph Bay Wharf, where shipped
products were received, and the St. Joseph-Depot Creek railway stopped for interior
delivery. While specific street and building numbers were not always indicated, the most
mentioned streets were highlighted, indicating a possible business district related to
shipping and grocery goods for St. Joseph. The rest of the plan map likely locates other
various businesses and firms unrelated to stoneware ceramics that were beyond the purpose
of this research. It is logical that these grocery businesses were located by the wharf to
utilize the ships and railway easily. Based on the advertised packet line schedules,
stoneware ceramics may have shipped from numerous different ports, such as New Orleans,
Mobile, Charleston, and New York, and were also likely carried by steamers up the
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River system to towns like Columbus, Georgia. The fact
that St. Joseph was shipping to and from these ports and towns reveal the extent of St.
Joseph’s economic reach.
To understand the network of production to consumption, the ceramics’ clay origins
were traced to find out possible production locations. The ceramics were analyzed using
portable x-ray fluorescence (pXRF) to measure the concentrations of certain trace elements,
specifically rubidium, strontium, zirconium, yttrium, and niobium (Tables 5.4-5.7). After
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removal of samples, cleaning, and scanning them, the results were standardized and were
further analyzed with principal components analysis, forming four cluster groups predicting
ceramic provenance based on regional geographic location (Figures 5.20-5.22). The
principal components analysis (PCA) reveals at least two regional groups represented in the
data containing stoneware produced either north or south of the Fall Line running southsouthwest from North Carolina to Texas (Bloch, personal communication, 2021). Clay from
areas above the Fall Line in the Piedmont have high concentrations of rubidium, while clay
with high zirconium may be from below the Fall Line in the Coastal Plain (Figure 5.23).
This is because different types of clay are more commonly found in one region compared to
the other, as indicated by the varying elemental concentrations. These regional variations
can provide locations of clay sources and nearby potteries to examine for future ceramic
provenance studies.
For specific ceramics, pXRF used in tandem with documentary research helps
narrow down potential production locations. For example, the “CC” handle and vessel
ceramic is identified as produced by Cyrus Cogburn. According to the PCA, the “CC”
handle and vessel have high concentrations of zirconium, placing its source of clay
procurement south of the Fall Line. Since potteries were located near vital clay sources, it is
likely that Cyrus Cogburn placed his potteries based on this criterion (Fennell 2017;
Kenline-Nyman 2017). Therefore, the “CC” ceramic was possibly produced in either the
southeastern half of the Edgefield District, Washington County, Georgia, or Macon County,
Alabama. Using more sensitive technologies for compositional analysis could help specify
which of these three facilities were used, since Cyrus Cogburn lived in each area at various
times.
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Amid all these findings, there were some methodological limitations. The data from
the pXRF, for instance, cannot currently be compared with other ceramic data because of a
lack of quantitative controls such as standardized reference materials and calibration
protocols (Cranford 2020; Hunt and Speakman 2015; Tykot 2016). Data from previous
studies focused on locating clay sources have also not been databased yet for reference.
Portable x-ray fluorescence historically has found more success tracing homogeneous
materials like obsidian rather than heterogeneous ones like ceramics. Clay has irregular
surfaces and matrices and other characteristics that risk confounding the data if proper
matrix-matched calibrations are not taken (Cranford 2020; Forster et al. 2011; Hunt and
Speakman 2015; Tykot 2016). Ceramic grain size and mineralogy affect scan precision and
surface coating affects the degree of attenuation, requiring extensive glaze and slip removal
before analysis. Based on these limitations, pXRF can predict regional sources of clay, but
cannot provide precise locations without additional scientific and quantifiable methods to
back up this data.
In the ceramic assemblage, pieces with eroded glaze may have once been alkalineor salt-glazed. Several of these pieces lack the characteristic glassy or pitted texture, making
it difficult to identify glaze types confidently. As such, there is a possibility that salt-glaze is
overrepresented or alkaline-glaze is underrepresented in the research assemblage. In
addition, one of the unglazed pieces was not recovered from the Depot Creek Depot site,
but rather from a shoreline in Panama City’s Watson Bayou, approximately forty-five miles
west of the Depot Creek Depot site (Figure 5.6). Regardless, this piece was pXRF-scanned
to provide the data for potential provenance studies, but not included in the overall analysis
with the rest of the assemblage due to differences in recovery locations. The pXRF data
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reveal that the unglazed rim piece has high concentrations in both strontium and zirconium
and medium to low concentrations in the other elements (Sr = 519 ppm, Zr = 249 ppm, Rb
= 47 ppm, Y = 26 ppm, Nb = 21 ppm). This rim piece may have been produced south of the
Fall Line, however, the very high concentration in strontium not seen in other ceramic
samples may indicate a different regional area of clay procurement.
New questions and insights were revealed from relatively dating these ceramics
based on stylistic analysis. Interior Albany slip was frequently used after the 1830s.
Meanwhile, Bristol slip, developed in 1835 England, was common after the 1880s
(Burrison 1995; Carl Steen, personal communication, 2020; Florida Museum 2021). One of
the vessels in the collection has exterior Bristol slip, which suggests this later production
date (Figure 5.8). Along with cobalt- oxide paint, Albany slip suggests production and
relative ceramic dates coinciding within the years the Depot Creek Depot site was
operational for the railway, from 1836 -1839, but the presence of Bristol slip in the
collection suggests that some ceramics may have been produced and deposited at the site
outside this time range, possibly even after St. Joseph was abandoned. These ceramic dates
may indicate that Depot Creek Depot still functioned for steamers from the Apalachicola
River system, possibly servicing workers and residents by the depot. Absolute dating is
required for these ceramics to establish dates of production and possibly establish whether
these ceramics were deposited before or after the town’s abandonment.
For documentary historical research, newspaper scans were particularly useful for
their local nature, containing weekly information about activities in St. Joseph (Gaff 2017).
Newspaper scans were accessed from the Florida Archives but did not include the years
from between 1836 and 1838. No records exist for the St. Joseph Times for the winter of
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1836, despite the newspaper being created in November (Knauss 1927). This lack of
record-keeping removes some merchants at least by virtue of their advertisements.
Businesses and partnerships often changed or dissolved within a year and do not show up in
the St. Joseph Times when they dissolved prior to 1838. Therefore, there is possible
underrepresentation of total active businesses from 1836 to 1841, although this difference is
by only about a year.
Another issue with using newspapers for documentary research was the lack of
specificity in advertisement details. Merchants advertising for grocery goods did not specify
whether goods were carried in stoneware crockery, and were more often carried in barrels,
boxes, or bottles. These details made it somewhat difficult to predict who sold crockery
unless explicitly stated. Additional documentary reference materials and stylistic analysis
corroborated the deductions pertaining to sales and utilization of crockery. Further details in
the St. Joseph Times (1838-1841) lacked regarding specific building addresses. Some
businesses noted street numbers and others did not. Furthermore, the plan map of St. Joseph
showed repeated parcel and street numbers, making any number of locations on the same
street potential positions of businesses advertised in the newspaper (Figure 6.1; Throop
1836). In the very least, the streets on which these businesses resided were identified,
revealing proximity to the wharf and a potential district focused on commerce.
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Figure 6.1: "Map and Plan of St. Joseph, 1836" edited to show a close-up of building and
block numbers (Throop 1836). Courtesy of Florida Memory.
The last part of the research project, digital scanning, was the most labor-intensive
with its sensitivities and the overall process. Some of the ceramic pieces were complicated
to scan and process due to their complex geometry and their reflective alkaline-glazed
surfaces. In the first place, the Artec Spider and Artec Eva handheld scanners have
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difficulties scanning reflective surfaces because they emit light to capture the scans (Dr.
Laura Harrison, personal communication, 2021). Some areas of ceramics, such as handles
and rim interiors, were also hard for the scan light to reach due to their shape. Flatter sherds
were difficult to scan without using additional objects to stand them up. These objects
needed to be removed during processing and the unscanned color underneath edited to
represent the original ceramic more accurately. For most ceramics, processing via the Artec
Studio 13 software was sufficient.
However, some additional problems arose necessitating more processing through the
GeoMagic Wrap and Z- brush software. Some pieces needed additional hole-filling through
GeoMagic Wrap, scan overlap flattening through Z-Brush, and others required re-texturing
through surface painting in either Z-Brush or Adobe Photoshop. Other problems resulted
from scans missing surface overlap needed to stitch and fuse scans together into a threedimensional model, requiring a re-scan of the original ceramic. For eighteen ceramic pieces,
3-D model making took a full year before the final models were curated on SketchFab.
Attempts to create models of flatter, smaller pieces were made with the NextEngine
scanner. However, the scans were unable to be stitched together because of a lack of
scanned edge overlap due to a lack of a rotating surface for scanning. Using objects would
have required a similar process to the Artec scans, including object deletion and surface
texture editing, subsequently prolonging the modeling process. More time would have been
needed, which was already limited by the nature of this project. By the time this was
realized, the stoneware assemblage was already returned to its collector. In order to be
rescanned, access to the collection is required, with permission. For now, images of the
digital scans were catalogued in Appendix D for access in future research.
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While the results of this research may not be definitive, there are at least answers
that can lead to future research. These stoneware ceramics were important utilitarian
household items for both planter and workers, including the enslaved, for food provision,
storage, and rationing. Regional variation in clay composition and design techniques reveal
procurement and production from several possible states from South Carolina and Georgia
to potentially as far north as New York. These ceramics also represent a unique blending of
various pottery traditions from European, Asian, and African cultures. These vessels were
important carriers of market goods vital to residents’ survival and growth within St. Joseph,
handled by merchants and consumers alike. In terms of production, the enslaved workforce
deserves just as much recognition as the well-known white potters do, especially since an
enslaved workforce was critical to the mass-production of these utilitarian vessels. While
the ceramics were not directly contributing to St. Joseph’s economy like cotton was, they
still served a purpose for its population and for other economically important products.
Among these insights, there are still questions that need to be answered. There is yet
no exact explanation as to why and how these ceramics ended up underwater in Depot
Creek. Was it by accident, or on purpose? Are these ceramics evidence of a fallen river
steamer? If so, perhaps parts of the steamer still exist underwater, presenting an opportunity
for further underwater archaeology, although the waters tend to be cloudy in this stream.
Since other ceramics from this underwater site show signs of burning, perhaps steamers or
buildings caught fire and ended up in the creek. Given the range of ceramic dates from
stylistic analysis, the Depot Creek Depot may have seen extended use beyond St. Joseph’s
abandonment around 1844. If this is true, who was the Depot Creek Depot servicing? From
Cockrell’s survey (2008), a map shows a possible residential town called “Greenville”
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adjacent to the Depot Creek Depot. Perhaps these residents remained, and steamers still
delivered to them.
Further research would involve specifying buildings from the St. Joseph plan map
that housed certain businesses and pinpointing sources of clay. Specifying business
locations, though difficult due to sparse documentation, would likely provide ideas about
the town’s detailed layout aiding in city reconstruction. Locating production centers
requires analysis with more sensitive technology to confirm the regional groups presented
in this research and more definitively locate geologic clay sources (Cranford 2020; Hunt
and Speakman 2015; Tykot 2016). Time and funding could allow future analysis using
instrumental neuron activation analysis (INAA), laser ablation inductively coupled plasma
spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS), or more precise lab-based pXRF. The collection already has
prepared samples for future analysis, but permission to use them would be required.
Since public collaboration has been a major component of the Old St. Joseph
Archaeological Project, future studies should continue to involve the public in any way
possible. In addition to digital curation, select pieces from the collection are on display at
the Corinne Costin Gibson Memorial Public Library in Port St. Joe, Florida. Continued
collaboration with the public, especially with the residents of Port St. Joe, is an important
part of maintaining the archaeologist’s role as a steward of historical information (Pitblado
2014). It can go without saying that without the interest and involvement of members of the
public, this project would not be making as much progress as it is now. I was proud to be
invited to give a presentation on this research at the opening of the library exhibit in Port St.
Joe’s public library on January 4, 2022.
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This stoneware collection represents diverse ceramic traditions both global and
regional,while revealing another side of St. Joseph’s residents. The town’s cotton merchants
needed theirown food supplies and were also active businesspeople who offered other trade
goods and shared shipping connections with other important ports. Meanwhile, the non-elite
enjoyed access to affordable utilitarian storage for their food reserves. These ceramics also
reveal the contributions of the enslaved outside the burgeoning cotton economy that St.
Joseph participated in. The enslaved were not only involved in cotton production, but also
were equallyinvolved in the full production, sale, and transport of these stoneware ceramics.
While some unanswered questions remain, there are still potential other avenues this
research can continue to take. I hope this research helps provide a more nuanced picture of
St. Joseph’s economy and residents, and that research continues to reveal more fascinating
details of this town’s story.
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APPENDIX A: ARTIFACT DATABASE
CATALOG
Table A: Stoneware Ceramic Artifact Catalog
University of South Florida Archaeological Materials Catalog
Northwest Florida/Apalachicola Archaeological Program
STONEWARE IN ALAN MCCARTHY COLLECTION
Depot Creek Depot Site (8Gu199)
Catalog #: -AM-20Date: 2/26/2020
Cataloguer: Crystal Wright
Date Recovered: 1960
Fieldworker(s): Herman Jones
Provenience: Underwater, Loaned to Crystal Wright for analysis

Materials Recovered:
*SGSW = salt-glazed stoneware; AGSW = alkaline-glazed stoneware; VAGSW = variegated alkaline-glazed stoneware;
EG = eroded glaze; UG = unglazed
Wall
Thickness
Weight Diameter
Munsell
Color
Cat. No Count
(mm)
(g)
(cm)
Color
Name
Type Comments
Base Rim
1
1
969.6 7
7.40-9.45
2.5Y5/1
Gray
SGSW jar base, rough, Edgefield, S.C. possibly
Edgefield, S.C. (Landrum shop: Pottersville)
2
2
2529
7
7.00-8.30
10YR3/3 Dark Brown AGSW CC on handle (Cyrus Cogburn)
2 slashes on jar exterior
Light
speckled exterior, reddish, split and duct taped
3
2
4067
8
8.20-10.00
5Y6/2
SGSW
Olive Gray
Edgefield, S.C., 4-5gal possibly
4
3
1171
7
5.25-6.35
2.5Y7/1
Light Gray
SGSW black slip interior, cracked, Edgefield, S.C.
Dark
Yellowish
5
2
814.5
7
5.20-6.95
10YR3/4
AGSW black speckling, round rim, flat handle, Edgefield, S.C
Brown
Very
small handle base, tan interior, drip glaze
6
4
2544
8
8.35-12.22
7.5YR3/1
VAGSW
Dark Gray
Edgefield, Landrum shop, possibly slave made
dark speckled gray, dark red interior
7
1
254.8
5.35-8.30
2.5Y5/2 Grayish Brown SGSW
large single rectangular sherd, raised handle base
8
3
637.7 8
9.25-11.55
2.5Y7/2
Light Gray
SGSW duct taped, black interior Albany slip, Bristol slip exterior
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Table A (continued):
Weight Diameter
(g)
(cm)
Cat. No Count
Base Rim
9

1

125.3

10

1

81

11

3

642.9

12

2

13

8

9

Wall
Thickness
(mm)

Munsell
Color

DISPLAY

10YR3/2

7.60-8.95

10YR7/4

Color
Name

Type

Comments

Very Dark
AGSW flat handle, small broken rim, no lip, light brown interior
Grayish Brown
Very
Pale Brown

EG

dark brown interior mottled with tan, cracked surface
not salt- or alkaline-glazed, 1890-1920

blackish glaze drip on exterior
dark brown interior
AGSW
base bottom is tan to gray
rust-colored/rough brown surface on other side

13.00-14.40

7.5YR4/3

Brown

225.9

6.45-10.70

2.5Y6/3

Light
Yellowish
Brown

2

130.8

5.50-8.30

5Y6/2

Light
Olive Gray

14

1

249.1

7.15-8.45

2.5Y6/1

Gray

15

2

110.1

6.20-7.65

2.5Y6/2

16

3

465.1

4.85-13.10

2.5Y5/3

Light
Olive Brown

bumpy exterior, incised line below rim
AGSW broken handle with two score marks
small tight rim, light gray interior with brown-green spotting

17

5

1307

5.10-13.25

7.5Y3/2

Dark Brown

SGSW

9

EG

speckled exterior, partial base, darker tan interior

EG

exterior color blotches (light brown, rust, dark gray)
light gray interior with black and yellow circle

rust color and brown spots on exterior
SGSW dark brown porous interior, black edges
raised smooth bump lift (possibly handle base)

Light
SGSW spotted and light rust blotch exterior, deep clay red interior
Brownish Gray
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possibly upstate S.C., crusted on base and sherds
lighter brown interior with dark brown/black stains

Table A (continued):
Weight Diameter
Cat. No Count
(g)
(cm)
Base Rim

Wall
Thickness
(mm)

Munsell
Color

Color
Name

Type

Comments

probably Edgefield, S.C.
Dark
AGSW gray speckled interior with some glaze
2.5Y4/2
Grayish Brown
5-piece glued base with partial glaze

18

10

1003

7

6.95-10.80

19

5

1425

6

5.10-11.20

7.5YR3/1

Very
Dark Gray

AGSW

dark brown spotted exterior with incised line below rim
light brown interior with glaze drip, full handle and partial rim

20

3

519.7

6

6.30-8.30

10YR5/3

Brown

SGSW

Edgefield, tan speckled exterior
black slip porous (salt-glazed) interior, some brown splotches

21

3

1216

8

6.70-12.65

2.5Y5/3

Light
Olive Brown

22

1

477.4

DISPLAY

2.5Y8/2

Pale Yellow

23

1

373.6

5.15-6.70

7.5YR5/3

Brown

24

2

211.1

8.85-11.95

2.5Y6/1

Gray

25

4

470.6

11.75-14.10

5Y5/1

Gray

26

2

497.9

DISPLAY

10YR4/1

Dark Gray

6

9

2
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base sherds, brown splotched exterior
SGSW light tan with brown splotching interior
connects different interior shades
cream speckled exterior
blue hand-painted floral (Philadelphia design)
SGSW
dark brown/beige interior
Connecticut, Massachussets, or New York
reddish tan color throughout
UG possibly early Tennessee or Kentucky
full base, rust water splotches, some exterior crusting
concentric circles design, brown/dark gray exterior splotches
SGSW light beige interior, duct-taped
looks like salt-glazed but S.C. clay?
connecting base pieces, Virginia-Maryland (?)
SGSW some rust-splotched exterior
bluish-gray interior with black and tan splotching
possibly early Alabama/Virginia/Maryland/Massachussetts
partial handle, full tight-lip,
EG
dark brown throughout, exterior glaze cracking, black interior
splotches, bubble spots

Table A (continued):
Weight Diameter
(g)
(cm)
Cat. No Count
Base Rim
27
1
137.1
28
1
138.6 6

Wall
Thickness
(mm)

Munsell
Color

Color
Name

7.80-10.40
10.85-11.50

10YR5/1
10YR7/2

Gray
Light Gray

7.75-8.15

2.5Y6/1

DISPLAY

5Y5/1

29

1

273.3

30

1

73.3

31

1

429.5

6.30-10.50

2.5Y5/3

32

2

293.2

DISPLAY

2.5Y6/1

33

1

528.3

5.40-9.00

2.5Y6/2

34

1

39.2

6.15-6.95

10YR7/3

35

1

41

36

2

73.5

6.50-7.50

10YR4/2

37

5

167.2

7.10-8.20

2.5Y6/1

38

11

1061

4.80-8.10

10YR2/1

39

1

43.6

6.25-15.00

2.5Y5/1

2

2

8.45-9.00 (base) 10YR4/1

8

Type

Comments

SGSW grayish blue and tan interior with black and rust splotches
SGSW North Carolina, base rings and dark brown interior
bluish gray interior with rust and blue splotches
Gray
EG blue ring exterior with dark brown and rust splotches
Virginia or Marland
Early New York (?)
Gray
EG
partial rim with mulitple rings, blue circular line, gray interior
Light
full handle with blue ring, dark brown interior
SGSW
Olive Brown
New York, Massachussetts, Connecticut, early Ohio (?)
light brown interior, a top piece with line on neck
partial possible stamped maker's mark
Gray
SGSW
light brown exterior splotches
early N.C. or Virginia/Maryland
yellow brown interior, dark splotches
Light
SGSW exterior with rust splotches
Brownish Gray
full handle and lip, line below rim and handle
Very
"not sure" piece; dark brown/black marks; sheeted off
EG
Pale Brown
lighter brown circle; large brown arc; dark brown interior
Dark Gray
EG black splotches on exterior, light gray interior, flat base sherd
Dark
handle piece with middle ridge, brown splotches
SGSW
Grayish Brown
gray/white speckles, medium gray interior, sheet chips
3 pieces connect, 2 other pieces connect
Gray
EG rust and brown exterior splotches
light and dark slate blue gray interior with rust splotches
green/rust splotches, tan to gray interior with glaze drip
Black
EG
crusting all throughout, partial base, partial handle base
light tan interior, green and rust splotches
Gray
EG
brown splotched exterior
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Table A (continued):
Weight Diameter
(g)
(cm)
Cat. No Count
Base Rim
40

1

52

41

1

120.8

2-3

Wall
Thickness
(mm)

Munsell
Color

6.10-9.00

7.5YR3/1

12.30-15.00

2.5Y8/1

Color
Name

Type

Comments

Very
dark brown speckled exterior, slight sheen
dark gray
AGSW
reddish-brown interior with dark brown speckling
brown/Albany
small tan round mouth with rings
Pale Yellow
UG possibly grit- or grog-temper
found at West Bay in Panama City, Florida (8Gu-AM-20-41)
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APPENDIX B: CALIBRATED PORTABLE X-RAY FLUORESCENCE DATA
Table B: Calibrated Portable X-Ray Fluorescence Data Taken on Exterior and Interior Surfaces
of Sherds (i=Interior).
USF#
39008
39008i
39009
39009i
39010
39010i
39011
39011i
39012
39012i
39013
39013i
39014
39014i
39015
39015i
39016
39016i
39017
39017i
39018
39018i
39019
39019i
39020
39020i
39021
39021i
39022
39022i
39023
39023i
39024
39024i
39025
39025i

Sample
AM-20-4

Rb Sr Y Zr Nb
106
62 60 318
24
118
63 59 302
25
140
94 40 262
18
119
77 43 259
18
43
78 35 374
30
42
77 37 351
29
76
54 46 260
20
77
50 44 256
18
44
73 33 364
32
47 169 36 391
27
40
62 34 349
25
41
66 37 343
25
157 120 38 192
19
177 133 38 224
21
129
73 47 240
30
124
73 47 232
28
55
46 34 209
21
48
43 37 210
21
58
47 48 555
26
61
53 56 458
27
40
80 38 403
33
40
78 37 363
31
127
70 37 277
27
115
69 36 348
30
121 109 35 287
29
119
74 40 291
27
106
65 54 292
25
106
57 62 330
23
125
75 47 262
21
121
71 52 252
20
39
69 37 387
35
43
80 37 384
34
53
50 34 206
22
54
52 33 228
22
43
70 39 380
29
42 161 35 384
29

AM-20-1
AM-20-2
AM-20-3
AM-20-5
AM-20-6
AM-20-7
AM-20-8
AM-20-9
AM-20-10
AM-20-11
AM-20-12
AM-20-13
AM-20-14
AM-20-15
AM-20-16
AM-20-17
AM-20-18
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Table B (continued):
USF#
39025i
39026i
39027
39027i
39028
39028i
39029
39029i
39030
39030i
39031
39031i
39032
39032i
39033
39033i
39034
39034i
39035
39035i
39036
39036i
39037
39037i
39038
39038i
39039
39039i
39040
39040i
39041
39041i
39042
39042i
39043
39043i
39044
39044i

Sample
AM-20-19

Rb Sr Y Zr Nb
42 161 35 384
29
29
89 42 304
21
118
63 43 236
21
114
63 44 293
27
42 120 28 318
35
43 101 27 365
33
97
64 69 411
26
100
68 74 365
25
70
68 51 294
25
75
68 54 282
23
129 115 38 290
21
111
89 38 297
26
127
98 41 300
24
131 116 42 309
26
84
55 49 411
24
81
51 45 350
27
129 111 36 287
23
116 101 39 257
21
95
61 50 315
29
86
58 49 308
30
120 113 45 281
22
113 109 45 290
29
121
96 37 275
24
120 107 43 278
23
158
81 63 214
21
140
54 62 206
21
145
96 49 189
21
126
85 48 206
18
76
49 51 376
27
88
72 51 328
27
85
57 53 321
28
76
64 52 340
28
125 104 33 281
27
125 115 36 284
24
120 130 41 283
23
110 123 37 286
23
119 109 38 275
23
118 109 39 286
22

AM-20-20
AM-20-21
AM-20-22
AM-20-23
AM-20-24
AM-20-25
AM-20-26
AM-20-27
AM-20-28
AM-20-29
AM-20-30
AM-20-31
AM-20-32
AM-20-33
AM-20-34
AM-20-35
AM-20-36
AM-20-37
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Table B (continued):
USF#
39045
39045i
39046
39046i
39047
39047i
39048
39048i

Sample
AM-20-38
AM-20-39
AM-20-40
8Gu-AM-20-41
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Rb
45
49
120
113
39
46
65
29

Sr Y
74 39
86 50
106 40
86 41
77 42
121 38
747 23
290 28

Zr Nb
363
26
405
26
279
21
293
23
396
29
381
29
311
10
186
11

APPENDIX C: ARTIFACT PHOTOS

Figure C1: Salt-glaze stoneware broken vessel. Bottom image is interior view (8Gu199- AM20-1).
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Figure C2: Alkaline-glazed stoneware with incidental score marks on surface. Right image is the view of the vessel’s handle
with Cyrus Cogburn “C.C.” mark (8Gu199-AM-20-2).
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Figure C3: Salt-glaze stoneware vessel, taped by collector. Bottom image is interior view
(8Gu199-AM-20-3).
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Figure C4: Salt-glazed body sherd. Bottom image is interior view (8Gu199-AM-20-3).
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Figure C5: Salt-glazed stoneware vessel with interior black slip paint. Bottom image is interior
view (8Gu199-AM-20-4).
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Figure C6: Salt-glazed sherds with black slip paint interior. Bottom image is interior view
(8Gu199-AM-20-4).
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Figure C7: Alkaline-glazed stoneware wide rim and slab handle (8Gu199-AM-20-5).
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Figure C8: Variegated alkaline-glazed stoneware vessel. Bottom image is interior view
(8Gu199-AM-20-6).
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Figure C9: Variegated alkaline-glazed sherd with a raised surface at the top, possibly where the
bottom of a vessel handle was attached. Right image is interior view (8Gu199-AM-20-6).

Figure C10: Last variegated alkaline-glazed body sherd for 8Gu199-AM-20-6.
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Figure C11: Salt-glazed stoneware sherd with raised surface on upper right corner (left sherd), possibly where a handle was
attached. Right image is interior view with a partially glassy surface (8Gu199-AM-20-7).
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Figure C12: Salt-glazed stoneware vessel base, duct taped together by collector with interior back Albany slip paint. Right
image is interior view (8Gu199-AM-20-8).
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Figure C13: Broken alkaline-glazed stoneware rim sherd with slab handle and pressed lines
below neck. Bottom image is interior view (8Gu199-AM-20-9).
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Figure C14: Cracked glaze sherd. Bottom image is interior view (8Gu199-AM-20-10).
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Figure C15: Alkaline-glazed stoneware sherds glued together with glaze drip on exterior
surface and a glassy interior. Bottom image is interior view (8Gu199-AM-20-11).
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Figure C16: Sherd of base of alkaline-glazed stoneware vessel. Bottom surface has stains and is
unglazed, while the interior has a glassy surface. Bottom image is interior view (8Gu199-AM-2011).
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Figure C17: Eroded glaze stoneware sherds with a partial base. Bottom image is interior view
(8Gu199-AM-20-12)
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Figure C18: Eroded glaze body sherds with surface staining. Bottom image is interior view
(8Gu199-AM-20-13).
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Figure C19: Salt-glazed stoneware body sherds. Top has raised surface on right side, possible
from handle attachment. Bottom image is interior view with slip paint (8Gu199-AM-20-14).
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Figure C20: Salt-glaze stoneware sherds with some stains, splotching and interior reddishbrown slip paint. Right image is interior view. (8Gu199-AM-20-15).

Figure C21: Alkaline-glazed stoneware partial handle and tight-lip rim. The handle has two
slash marks and below the rim, where the handle connects, is also an incised line (8Gu199-AM20-16).
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Figure C22: Alkaline-glazed stoneware body sherds with unglazed interior. Right image is
interior view (8Gu199-AM- 20-16).
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Figure C23: Salt-glazed stoneware vessel base sherd with unglazed interior. Bottom image is
interior (8Gu199-AM- 20-17).
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Figure C24: Salt-glazed stoneware body sherd with unglazed interior. Bottom image is interior
view (8Gu199-AM-20-17).
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Figure C25: The rest of the salt-glazed stoneware body sherds for 8Gu199-AM-20-17. Bottom images are the interior views.
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Figure C26: Alkaline-glazed stoneware body sherd with curved raised line at top. Pieces are
from around the top shoulder. Interior is partially glazed, with subsequent sherds unglazed
inside. Bottom image is interior (8Gu199-AM-20-18).
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Figure C27: Alkaline-glazed stoneware body sherds of 8Gu199-AM-20-18. Bottom image is
interior view.
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Figure C28: More alkaline-glazed stoneware body sherds of 8Gu199-AM-20-18. Bottom image
is interior view.
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Figure C29: Alkaline-glazed base sherds, five total, glued together. Bottom image is interior
view (8Gu199-AM-20-18).

162

Figure C30: Alkaline-glaze stoneware vessel, partially eroded and with interior alkaline- glaze
drip. Bottom image is interior view (8Gu199-AM-20-19).
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Figure C31: Alkaline-glazed stoneware handle and partial tight lip rim with an incised line below it. Middle image is side
view and right image is interior view showing glaze dip (8Gu199-AM-20-19).
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Figure C32: Rest of the alkaline-glazed body sherds for 8Gu199-AM-20-19. Bottom images are interior views showing glaze
drip.
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Figure C33: Salt-glazed stoneware vessel missing part of the base. Bottom image is interior
view, showing black slip paint (8Gu199-AM-20-20).
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Figure C34: Salt-glazed stoneware body sherds for 8Gu199-AM-20-20. Bottom image is interior
view.
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Figure C35: Salt-glazed stoneware vessel and sherd fragment with partially missing base. Right image shows the unglazed interior
view (8Gu199-AM-20- 21).
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Figure C36: Body and base sherd for 8Gu199-AM-20-21. Right image is interior view.
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Figure C37: Salt-glaze stoneware with cobalt-oxide hand-painted floral motif. Bottom image is
interior view showing partial slip paint (8Gu199-AM-20-22).
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Figure C38: Unglazed, red clay broken vessel. Right image is interior view (8Gu199-AM-2023).

Figure C39: Salt-glazed stoneware body sherds connected by duct tape from the collector with
two concentric circle incisions on top. Bottom image shows unglazed interior (8Gu199-AM-2024).
171

Figure C40: Salt-glazed stoneware base sherds glued together by author. Interior view is
on the bottom (8Gu199-AM-20-25).
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Figure C41: Alkaline-glazed stoneware partial handle and tight lip with incised line below it (top view). Bottom images show
accompanying body sherd. Right images show unglazed interiors (8Gu199-AM-20-26).
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Figure C42: Salt-glazed stoneware body sherd with unglazed interior. Bottom image is interior view (8Gu199-AM-20-27).
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Figure C43: Salt-glazed stoneware base sherd with interior slip and partial concentric rings.
Interior view is on the right (8Gu199- AM-20-28).

Figure C44: Eroded glaze body sherd with cobalt-oxide painted ring on exterior surface. Right
image shows an unglazed interior (8Gu199-AM-20-29).
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Figure C45: Eroded glaze, tight-lip rim sherd with rings and cobalt-oxide paint along edge.
Bottom image shows unglazed interior (8Gu199-AM-20-30).
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Figure C46: Salt-glazed stoneware body sherd with attached handle and cobalt-oxide painted
circle with glassy texture. Upper right image is interior view and bottom image is side view
(8Gu199-AM-20-31).
177

Figure C47: Salt-glazed stoneware body sherd with partial maker’s mark stamp on shoulder. Right image shows unglazed interior
(8Gu199-AM-20-32).
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Figure C48: Salt-glazed stoneware body sherd for 8Gu199-AM-20-32. Bottom image shows
unglazed interior.
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Figure C49: Salt-glazed stoneware body sherd with attached handle and tight-lip rim.
Right image shows unglazed interior (8Gu199-AM-20-33).

Figure C50: Eroded glaze body sherd with tip sawed for pXRF analysis. Right image is interior
view (8Gu199-AM- 20-34).
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Figure C51: Eroded glaze base sherd with unglazed interior. Right image is interior view
(8Gu199-AM-20-35).
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Figure C52: Salt-glazed stoneware handle and body sherds. Underside of the handle is bottom
left, and the sherd interior is bottom right (8Gu199-AM-20-36).
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Figure C53: Eroded glaze stoneware body sherds with unglazed interior. Right image is interior view (8Gu199-AM-20-37).
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Figure C54: Rest of the body sherds for 8Gu199-AM-20-37, with an eroded glaze exterior and unglazed interior. Right image is
interior view.
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Figure C55: Eroded glaze stoneware body sherds, with one displaying slip drip. Bottom images
show unglazed interior (8Gu199-AM-20-38).
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Figure C56: Eroded glaze stoneware body sherds with unglazed interiors. Right images are interior views (8Gu199-AM-20-38).
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Figure C57: Eroded glaze stoneware body sherds, with top piece in top photo showing a raised
bump, probably attachment point of a handle. Interior is unglazed and viewed in the bottom photo
(8Gu199-AM-20-38).
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Figure C58: Eroded glaze stoneware body sherds with some glaze drip (top right) and unglazed
(bottom right) interiors. Right images are interior views (8Gu199-AM-20-38).
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Figure C59: Eroded glaze stoneware body sherd. Interior is unglazed and viewed on the bottom
(8Gu199-AM-20-38).

Figure C60: Last of the eroded glaze stoneware sherds for 8Gu199-AM-20, all of which were
probably once alkaline- glazed. This sherd is a partial base with unglazed interior. Right image is
interior view.
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Figure C61: Eroded glaze stoneware body sherd with unglazed interior. Bottom image is interior
view (8Gu199-AM-20-39).
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Figure C62: Alkaline-glazed stoneware body sherd with unglazed interior. Interior view is on
bottom (8Gu199-AM-20-40).
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Figure C63: Unglazed sherd, possibly of a rim, with grog-temper found in Panama City, Florida.
Left images are side views and right images are views of each opposing opening end (8Gu199AM-20-41).
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APPENDIX D: SELECT ARTIFACT 3-D SCAN PHOTOS CURATED IN
SKETCHFABAND USF BOX
D1. Artec Spider 3-D Scans in SketchFab

Figure D1: 3-D model of salt-glazed stoneware base (8Gu199-AM-20-1), scanned with Artec
Spyder and processed using Artec Studio 13, GeoMagic Wrap, and Z-Brush, Exterior is left,
interior is right.

Figure D2: 3-D model of alkaline-glazed stoneware rim and handle with "CC" handle (8Gu199AM-20-2), scanned with Artec Eva and processed with Artec Studio 13 software. Exterior is left,
interior is right.
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Figure D3: 3-D model of alkaline-glazed stoneware wide-rim and flat handle sherd (8Gu199AM-20-5), scanned using both Artec Spyder and Eva and processed using Artec Studio 13,
GeoMagic Wrap, and Z-Brush. Exterior is left, interior is right.

Figure D4: 3-D model of alkaline-glazed stoneware narrow rim, loop handle sherd (8Gu199AM-20-6), scanned using the Artec Spyder and processed using the Artec Studio 13 woftware.
Exterior is left, interior is right.

Figure D5: 3-D model of glued alkaline-glazed stoneware sherds with slip drip (8Gu199-AM20-11), scanned using the Artec Eva and processed using the Artec Studio 13 software. Exterior
is left, interior is right.
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Figure D6: 3-D model of an eroded glaze stoneware sherd (8Gu199-AM-20-12), scanned using
the Artec Eva and processed using the Artec Studio 13 software. Exterior is left, interior is right.

Figure D7: 3-D model of alkaline-glazed stoneware narrow rim with two slash marks on loop
handle (8Gu199-AM-20-16), scanned using the Artec Spyder and processed using the Artec
Studio 13 software. Exterior is left, interior is right.

Figure D8: 3-D model of salt-glazed stoneware base sherd with crusting (8Gu199-AM-20-17),
scanned using the Artec Spyder and processed using the Artec Studio 13 software. Exterior is
left, interior is right.
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Figure D9: 3-D model of a glued alkaline-glazed stoneware base (8Gu199-AM-20-18), scanned
using the Artec Spyder and processed using the Artec Studio 13 software. Exterior is left, interior
is right.

Figure D10: 3-D model of alkaline glazed sherd with incised line circled in red at top (8Gu199AM-20-19), scanned using the Artec Eva and processed using the Artec Studio 13 software.
Exterior is left, interior is right.

Figure D11: 3-D model of salt-glazed taped sherds with concentric circles at the top (8Gu199AM-20-24), scanned using the Artec Spyder and processed using Artec Studio 13, GeoMagic
Wrap, and Z-Brush. Exterior is left, interior is right.
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Figure D12: 3-D model of a glued salt-glazed base (8Gu199-AM-20-25), scanned using the
Artec Spyder and processed using the Artec Studio 13 software. Exterior is left, interior is right.

Figure D13: 3-D model of alkaline-glazed jug rim and handle (8Gu199-AM-20-26), scanned
using the Artec Eva and processed using the Artec Studio 13 software. Exterior is left, interior is
right.

Figure D14: 3-D model of eroded glaze ringed narrow rim with cobalt oxide paint on the edge
(8Gu199-AM-20-30), scanned using the Artec Spyder and processed using Artec Studio 13 and
GeoMagic Wrap. Exterior is left, interior is right.
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Figure D15: 3-D model of salt-glazed stoneware loop handle with cobalt-oxide ring on handle
attachment (8Gu199-AM-20-31), scanned using the Artec Spyder and processed using the Artec
Studio 13 software. Exterior is left, interior is right.

Figure D16: 3-D model of salt-glazed stoneware with partial maker's mark stamp (8Gu199-AM20-32), scanned using the Artec Spyder and processed using Artec Studio 13, GeoMagic Wrap
and Z-brush. Exterior is left, interior is right.
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Figure D17: 3-D model of salt-glazed stoneware narrow rim and attached loop handle (8Gu199AM-20-33), scanned using the Artec Spyder and processed using the Artec Studio 13 software.
Exterior is left, interior is right.
D2. NextEngine Scans in USF Box

Figure D18: Unfused scans for 8Gu199-AM-20-25. Exterior view is left, interior view is middle,
and top view is right.
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Figure D19: Unfused scans for 8Gu199-AM-20-28. Exterior view is top left, top view is top
right, and interior view is bottom middle.

Figure D20: Unfused scans for 8Gu199-AM-20-36. Exterior views are left, interior and handle
underside views are right.
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Figure D21: Unfused scans for 8Gu199-AM-20-37. Left column shows exterior, right column
shows interior.
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Figure D22: Unfused scans for 8Gu199-AM-20-38. Exterior views are left, and interior views
are right. The bottom scan images are of the base sherd.
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